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The Drug Treatment and Training Project of ·the State of 
Oregon Me~tal Health 1>1 vision, Alcohol and Drug Section in 
"'portland, Oregon, is ettgaged in the treatment of Y01.1ftg people be-
tween the agea of 15 and 27 who hav~ indicated that they have a 
problem With drUgs, and have aSked help in overcoming this problem. 
As part of the treatment program, the· clients are given the Minne-
sota MW. tiphaaio Personality Inventory (MMPI) apd a questionnaire 
deveioped by the Drug Projeot. 
In t1;leir use of the )l\fpI, the Drus Project .found t4lat when 
clients' profiles are combined, they have elevated profiles on the 
clipical 80ales with me~ T soores (K correction added) close to 70 
or above. (1) One exception is the Soci~l Introversion (Si) Bcore 
which, though lower, (mean T-62) is still well above the mean of the 
original norm group. Of the validity scales, the mean'T scores of 
the Lie (L) Scale and the Correction (K) Scale, are close to the 
norm. The Infrequency (F) Scale has a high mean '1' s90re of 19-. 
) 
The highest (peak) mean scale of the· clinical scales is the 
Se Scale. The second ~gbest peak is on the Pd' Scale With the third 
.. 
highest peak. being on the D Scale. 
It could be suggested that the high profiles that the Drug 
Pt-9ject found on the MMP.I profile of their ctie~ts may be due to 
one of ~ee hfpothesea. 1. The drug use of the client. 2. The 
pathology of' the client,_ 3. That the youth of today differ from 
the original n9tm group and this difference is being refleoted in 
tn. elevated profiles. 
2 
Fowler aM Coyle (3) in 1965, tested 1,538 males and 1,173 
femal,es, all incoining freshmen at the l1hivers~ty ot Ala~, with 
the I61PI. This was done 88 part of the routiile coun&e,11ng batter, .. 
USing K corrected T scpres, Fowler anq Coyle f.ound that their 
college freahiDen did differ froul the onginal "notmal;.s" used in 
constru.etion of the MMPI. (Table I) 
TABLP.: I 
T SCORES. VALVES ON CLINICAL AND VALIDITY SCALES - Fowler and Coyle 
, I .: 1965 (3) 
Scale Mean Mean 
HS .55.72 49.58 
D 52.13 49.49 
By 52.04 54.71 
Pd 59.40 56.84 
Mf' 56.27 48.60 
Pa 54 .. 60 55.38 
pt. 57.13 55.·25 
'Sc 58.12 55.25 
Ma 59.38' 57.00 
Sl 48.65 50.92 
L 41.80 48.82 
F 53.06 51.62 
K 55.32 52·59 
K Correction added to'Ha, ,Pd, ,pt, Se, .Ma 
/" 
3 
'!'.b.ei%-, restU ta war-e' in olose agre.-p.t with stUdies done by 
r 
,Brown (1948) f S$pchak. (1952), Black (1953) f and Goods:t&1n (1954). 
This' led them ~ conolude that-Wbiie'college fre.shmen did differ 
from the o~gina~ ltI4PI noms, they did not· differ from each other 
in d.iffe~nt parts of the country f so thet saw no need to establish 
regiQnal norms. 
Several- recent studies have addressed the problem of Whether 
elevated proti~es in the MMPI were due to drug use or to pathology 
that eXisted prior to drug use. 
Burke and Eichberg (2) conducted a s:tudy in 1971 of three 
a~olescent ·groups: 1. Hospitalized drug u,ers. .2. Non-hospit-
al~~ed drug users. 3. Hospitalized non-drug Users. The hospit-
alized drug users were chosen from the Youth Drug Study Unit of 
~ley' Portez:- Neuropsychiatric Institute (l'PSU) in San F'ranciscp. 
Yotmg peot>le were accepted into this ltJlli t if they saw themeel ves as 
having a problem with drugs and showed a genuine desire to get off 
them. They did .not accept those addicted to hard narcotics. (The' 
term "hard narcotics" was not defined by the authors.) The sample 
drawn from this unit consisted of 53 males with a mean age of 19.7, 
and 34 females whose mean age was 18.7. The MMPI was given to them 
upon a~ssion. The non-hospitalized group of drug users were 
drawn from a cOlDl8eling program for teeilagers in Los Angeles, called 
Developing Adolescen.ts Without Narcotics (DAWN). '!be young _people 
volunteered for this program. They had mu.ch the same drug use as 
the ho~pitalize~ group. ~ey, however, remained in their homes. 
They were 'asked not to use drugs while in the program. The sample 
I 
I' 
from this pro8r8m cQn8is~d, 'of 34 mal~s with a mean age of 17 .. 2 and 36 
femaJ,.es whose lDe8Jl, ~e WAS 17.0. 12% of'this sample,had previous hos-
pita1ization8~' primari,l, associated "tth suiCide. ~e -third· group con-
sistiDs of ho~pitalized non-drug users, was drawn trom the general psychi-
,~ 
at%').0 w8.i'd of jLtUlgley Porter Neuropsycbiat:r'1c 111St~:tute (LPNF') during the 
i" 
same period of time. These young people wereadttd. tted fol' reaeoJ3,s other 
than drug use. The .sample consisted of 4S lnales with a mean. age of la. 9 
and 37 .f8JD8,les With a mean age of 18.3. 
The re8earch~r8 found that all three group~had Sc-Pd profiles Which 
they inter.p~ted a~ showing adol~scen11 crisis. The two 'h08pitali~ed groups 
in thia study (one ~ usins and one non .. d.rug UJting) al;1cnred very similar 
.,1, 
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The hospitalized ~ gx"S)Up profile. however ,was sigo1ti-
dantly higher than the hospitalized no~-drug group. Tbis led the 
researchers to suggC!st that the two groups had similar probl~ 
but that the hospitalised drug group's problems were intensifiea by 
the drug use. .In comparing the two drug using groups (one hospi tal-
ize,,, one not), theN' foUnd the cODIDOn Sc peak. arid very close simil-
~i ty between Pd., Nt. and Ma scores. The ,D and Pt scales were sig-
nificantly: higher for the hospitalized group. Burke and Eichberg (2) 
fel~ this m&7 be due to anxiety and depression that the hospitalized 
gro~ felt on being 'hospitalized Which indicated they were unable to 
bandle schoOl or jobs. while the non-hospitalized drug ~up were 
,I " 
s-ti~l maintaining th_elves in the commmity without this acknowledged 
failure • Without profiles of the hospitalized group 'before hosp! tal-
iza~ion, it is hard: to te~l if B1.t:rke and Eichberg's, (2) conclusion 
I 
about the effect of hospitalization is correct. The higher profiles 
) , 
of that group could be due to the fact that. theY' were more anxious and 
depressed before they were hospitalized, thUs causing their hospitaliiation. 
Burke and Eichberg (2) concluded that their three sample groups 
) , 
shared similar adolescent problems of confuSion, isolation and alien-
ation that may be intensified by the drugs or $ Willingness for youth 
tQday tq openl~ acknowledge their feeLings a8 well as their biaarre 
experiences ipduced by drugs • 
. Kendall and P1ttel (6) studied drug users in the Haight-AshburY 
area of San Francisco. They compared three drug USing groups; two 
non~ho~pital1zed and one hospitalized. One non-hospitalized· group 
was ogta1tled from' the Sri tchbo~rd Project. an agency set up to meet 
6 
the ne~ of the "hippie" .c0lllllUlli tJ'. TheJ' were tested in 1966-67 
8S part ,of another study' concerned with personality change and 
,'psyohedelic drugs. They were referred to or k;nOwn tb the researcher. 
'l'hQ sample was oomprisftd of 77 J;D8.1es and 70 females' with a mediatt 
ase of 22. 
The second non-hospitalized grot1J) was taken from the Haight-
AShbur,y ReaearOh ProJeot. All were paid volunteers whd lived in 
the area. They predcmina:atly used psychedelic drugs. The sample 
I 
included 100 males and 73 females with a median age of 21. T.p.ey 
were-tested ~ JUJ.t, 1968 and January, 1970.· 
me third ,sample, oonaisted of bospitalized drug users f~ the 
·YO\:ltb. Drilg Study Unit ,of Lang1ey Porter Neuropsychiatric Hospital. 
ThEf~e were ~2 mal'88 and ::55 females with a .i811 age of 18. All 
were hosp1 talized for drug problems. They were tested ,in July, 
'1967 and Suly,) 1969 (narootio <lrUg users were not included). 
In 'c~arieon of the two non-hospitalized groups, they found 
no significant difference on their J.MPI profiles (K correction added). 
The Haight .. Ashbury Research Project had mean peaks on Pd and Ma, a 
T of a'bout 70. The Se Scale was right at 70. 
The awitphboard group had the same profile oonfiguration and 
peaks with the Pd and Ma, T s~ore8 right at 70, but none above. The 
hospitalized sample snowed much. higher elevation on th~ D, Pa~ and Sc', 
, 
Scales. This group matches the drug using hospitalized group of 
,BUrke &tid Eichberg (2) whose sample was drawn from the same 
hoapi tal 'qlli.t. 
7 
Kendall and P~ttel eoncluded that their thr~e groups had 
oertain ba8'i~ pE)rsonali tyc~act.rist1c8 and the higher scales 
ot ~e hospitalized qrug group repres~nted a psyChoses'that over-
~ies the sarile basic charaoter' struoture that is seett itl the two non-
hospitalized group~ 
GeJ1dreau and GendreaU (4) cond\icted a stud.7 in Which they 
looked at ,the ,question of 'hi.ddiation ,prone personality." They 
. I 
used as subjects two olosely matohed groups of penitentiary iqmates. 
One grQUp was drug-addioted and one non-addicted. Soth groups had 
beep sentenced to the pen! t,e,:1tiary for two years or ID9re. There 
were 51 subjects in the addioted group. Their crimes wer& posse~sion 
of drugs, theft, robbery- and fraud. 'They came from the Toronto, ~ 
Cana~ area. The non-addioted group was, composed of 82 subjeots 
, ' I 
who were also' from the Toronto area. Their crimes . were fraud, 
breaking and entering, physical violence and armedl robbery. The 
mean age tor both groups was 30.5 with a range of '17 to 63. ; They 
, .. 
. , 
were tested and matched over a three year period 'from January, 1962, 
to Ja.nuary, 1965. Drug addiction was defined as Heroin addiction. 
They found no significant dif~erenoe between the twQ groups on 
MMPI profiles. The Pd Scale was the only one elevated above a T 
score of 70 (K correction added). As this is the Sooial Deviancy 
Scale, its elevation would not be surprising· in a prison population. 
This studY would seem :to support Burke and Eichberg' s euggestion 
'tl\a.t the drug use> -overlies problema that. already exist; however, we 
do not knol!T what those prOblems~. In this'l case, the drug use 
8 
may r~~resent yet another ~ype of socially ~cc~ptable behavior 
added ~ t)le criminal acts already cODJDitted. I, this we'rJ! 90, . 
this type of pe~aon Wbo ~ed drUas as a waf of expressing social 
d.ef1ance maY' b~ vert different tha:ri the person 'who starts 'With 
drugS and ends up ih criminal acts to support 'his drug u,se. The 
lack of difference between the drug group and non-drug group may 
not be, ShoW:i.ng actual lack of difference but mat, instead, reflect 
the effect of beill$ mvol ved in the criminal system. and .of being 
incarcerated in prison. This may have such an .influ.ence on the 
per8o~li ty that i.t· .c9vers any differel1ce that may be due to 
It is difficult to make eny closer comparison' of this study 
with that. of Burke an4E1chberg (2) as Gendreau and GendJ'eau (4) 
't~sted· ol)lY' Heroin addicts. The age span of this group was al~o 
la.rger, including addicts from 17 to 63 years of age where Burke 
an~ Eichberg (2) tested those On drugs in general, not maldng any 
distinction between drugs ,and confined their 8ampl~ to young 
~ . 
people. 
Greaves (5) in 1971, tested 20 hospitalized young people 
between.'the ages of 14 and 24 '~ho had used multiple drugs. He 
gives no more complete information about ~s 8ampl~ or I contro 1 
g!OUP or how they were selected. His comparison group was 161 
non-ho~pi talized adole~cehts from a local high 'schOOl ~ (No in-
formation is given as to Whether these are drug users or not.) 
He 'f9und! that elevations on D, Pd and Sc were ngnificantly higher 
9 
for ;his hQspi tali zed group than for the control group. There 1s 
no ~d~tion ~8 to'wnether K correction was' added and no T scores 
,siven. Wh.n he oompared bis hospit8:1ized drug group to a Di4tched 
hosp1tili1zed. non-drug group, he found nO d1Jterence between the drug 
~sars and the non-drug USers. 
If ~e Jion-hospi~11zed high sohool comparison group Greaves (5) 
used were drug users, the fact that the hospitalized drug group was 
! 
s1gniiicantly higher than the non-hospitalized group and the fact 
that tnere was no difference between matChed drug-using and non-drug 
using hoS}?1talized subjects. woUld seem to support Burke a11d Eichberg (2) 
in the~r con:ten~ion that higher ~levation in drug using hospitalited 
group over drug using non-hospitalized, was an ~ffect of'their hoa-
} "" 'Ii • ". 
pita11zation. If' the cOliJpariaon group was non-drug' uaiDg, the 
resUlts ,coUld'be interpreted to suggest that there was a difference 
between drug users and non-drug users. The lack of difference between 
~e haspi tali zed drug users and ho'api ta11zed pon-drug users would sug-
gest the difference is in pa~ology ~t already existed or that the 
d.rugs cause the Pathology. Greaves ,did say that he fel't his drug 
using hoapi tltlized group t 8 histories suggested that their person-
ali ty traits had the same chara~teri9tic8 before as after drug use. 
There is, however; not 'sufficient information to come to· this or 
any other conclusion. 
In a 8~dJ pubii'shed in 1972 by MeAree, Steffenhagen, and 
i , 
Zbeutlin (8) t the MMPI was used to test 100 drug users and 100 non-
drug, using' cOI).:trolq. Both controls ang" ~ Us,era were volunteer 
10 
college students who had~een given immunity against prosecution if 
they took part in the stu.<iy. The contro'ls' were randomly selected 
frqn those non-cirug users who volunteered. Thel found no siglrlf-
icant difference i~ age, class year or major, betwe$n the two groups. 
As mostly males volunteered, they used male subjects only. 
The cirug uSing group waa divided into three groUpS I 
1. Marijuana only (N-33). 2. Multiple use (N=19). This group 
did not include hallucinogens. 3. A gros8-mul tiple-cirug use 
group (N-48). All types of (!rugs in thip grouP. A T score of 75 
f 
on two or more scales of the MMPI was considered the cri terion for 
abnoI'Jll8.li ty·. Usi!:l8 this cn tenon, they found no significant diff-
erence between the marijuana only and the control group. 
Of :the multiple-use group, 5'" ~howed abnormal profiles. The 
gross-multiple-use group showed 5~ ~ abnormal profiles. The 
.~gro8s-multiple-use group showed a significant difference from the 
control in all scales with the Sc score being the highest. These 
researcher$ concluded tha~ their data SUggests that there is a ~harp 
d.is~inctionbetween the multiple cirug users and the marijuana and 
,controls. 
'+'hey also feel that clinical findings tend to suggest that . 
cirug' using subj'ectf;l who show signi.ficant persotiali ty disturbances, 
had .180 shown them previous to cirug use. This would support the 
idea that ~rS6nality disturbances may be related to the cause of 
mul.:t1ple drug use ratbe;r than being caused by cirug use. The problem 
is that th;.s kind of ~ormat1on is not available for research. 
u 
ay" their s~ling procedures, ~s study has avoided the com-
plic,ating effeqt that hospitalization and· ·identification as a drug 
ua.er by some '&gef:1cy, may have Oll the per~onality of the subject. 
As they still foun4 a sisnificant difference between non-hospitalized 
control and non-hoapitalized drug users, the conclusion could be made 
that it is not the effect of hospitalization that raises the drug 
users protiles and that ~tiple drug users are different fram non-
'. 
drug users. 
The marijuana users were found to. be no differen~ from the 
controls. This re"ul t could be interpr~teq. to mean that tDariJuana 
User~ are no different from controls in the it:' personality structure 
but are different fr-om multiple drug users, or it could be inter-
p~ete~ that marijuana does ~ot cause personality c~es and only 
the addiction to other drdgf!J will. It could also be interpreted 
~t prior to Qrug use, marijuana users ~ve the same personality 
charactetistics ~8 non-drug user.s and prior to drug use f mul tiple 
drug users have different personali,ties which cause them to US~ 
mul~i:ple drugs. 
A study by, ~ and Jones (9) used tbe.MMPI to try and 
de~ermine personality characteristics and types of psychopathology 
i;n LSD users. They used two groups for their study, all paid 
vdlunteer~. The lOOLSD users were obtained ttirough informants 
• J 
I 
who knew them. They attempted to g~t subjects in a wide .'age range, 
same belo~ 16 and sQme over 25. They alsQ '~ed to get a variety ./ 
.1 
12 
of- ·ocCllPatioIlS. A majon ty of these LSD users ha(i-used 01" were. 
using other. drugs. The range of LSD use walll from once to 400 times. 
SOme controls were recruited from high schools and universities. 
The re.searcher gave presentations about drug-related research and 
then a8k~d tor volunteers. Other volunteers were found through 
job pla~ement agenc~es. Of the volunteers, 46 were selected who 
were ,similar in age, sex, and social class as the LSD group. Some 
controls-had used hallucinogenic and psychoactive drugs. None had 
used LSD. They found no significant difference· between their LSD 
users and the controls in ag", sex, marital 8.tatu8, place of birth, 
religion, education, an:d occu~tion of mother and father an4 I. Q. 
They did find ~ significant difference between education and oocu-
pation of the LSD users and the controls. The LSD users had less 
education; oniy 54% had completed high school, 'while 7?f1, of the non-
users were students but only 30% of the users were, with the rest being 
unemployed or working part time. It is not surprising that more con-
trols were educated as they recruited some of their controls directly 
from universities. Because of this and the fact that we do not 
lmow where the LSD users were recruited, except that they were 
known to lnfo~ts, it would not be possible to draw the conclusion 
that LSb use was responsible for lack of education. 
These researchers found that l~ of the bSD users profiles had 
an F raw score of 21 or above. Smart and Jones (9) feel this agrees 
witb <Dahlstrom and Welsh who ,found that high F< scales coincide with 
high ecores on :the Sc clinical scale. Smart and Jones fOUD:d a signif-
icantly higher Se score in their LSI) than the controls. More of 
l} 
the control group bad this elevated F scale. 
smart and Jones considered invalid any profiles Whose F score 
was over 21, who had an L acore above 7 and an indeolsion (?) score 
Qf 50 or above. These invalid profiles were removed before the oom-
paxison of T scores were made. Thus 10% of the' LSD p~ofiles were 
removed for 'high F scores and 6.5% of the non-LSD users profiles were 
remOved for high L scores, none for high F. 
The LSD users had 8ignifio~tly higher s~bres than the controls 
on the So, Ma, Mt (males only), and the H:y scales. (Figure 3) 
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Pour of the LSD mean T scores. are above 70, Pd, Ma, Sc, and M:f' 
male onl,.). all of which ~e sign:iticantly different from the controls. 
The Hy scale is also significantly different from the controls but has 
a Tscor~ under 70. 
In classifying the profiles, they determine that 9~ of the 
LSD clinical profiles were abnormal. The cri tarion for abnormal! ty 
was. a T scor~ of 70 or above. 2~ of these abn()rmal profiles they 
classified as conduct disorders as they peaked on the Pd scale. 
l~ displa7ed. p~tchotic profiles that were ele"a~ on the right 
hand ~ide of the profile with peaks' o~ the Sri 8.cale •. Elevated F 
scales were also a criterion for the psychotic cat~gory. 
O~ the no:n-~D users, onl7 46% were abno:r:,nal wi ~ only 11% 
fitting the.psychotic ~ and ~ the conduct disorder group. 
A large number of both non-LSD users did not fit an.y of these 
classifications. 
Half of the LSD users had been treated for psychological 
problems, mos.t ot which predated drug use. This fact, along with 
their test re8l.Jl ~. led the re8e~cher8 to concludt1 that LSD users 
seem to have more psychological problema than non-LSD users and that 
the problema predate LSD use. They feel that ~s contention is 
also supported by the substantial number of LSP users who have 
oonduct disorder profiles. This group, they feel, has a tendency 
to nonconformity and rejection of traditional valves and restrictions 
and 'that they have chosen drug use as a way of expressing this 
I 
nonconfOrmity'. 
--... 
One problem in this conclUSion of'Smart and, Jones (9) may 
'be that as long as we do not have the pfdfiles b~fore LSD· use 
15 
t:or oOlllPEti'iaOtl -with these conduct disorder sUbjects, we do ndt 
~w if their higp pa i~ a rej~ction of' society expressed by 
their drug use or a reJe9tion of society because ot its rejeotion 
of tnem because of their drug, use. 
Another problem wi t.h this study is. that while the control 
sro:up had not used I.SD, they had used oth~r ha,llucinogens ana we 
don't· know how tb.a:~ may'have affected their prOfiles. Also, the 
resear9,h,rs w~u1d have had a large~ perQ.entage ot psychQtic profiles 
if they had not removed ~e high F scale prof1l~8. ~s would have 
cha:nged ~e propOrtion of wbat they called condu~r~ di~orders and 
this may ~ave l~d to cons~der.tion tha~ ~e psychological problem 
may be more general rather than primarily reJect1o~ and nonconformdty. 
Three hypotheses can be raised that might account for the 
high MVIPI profiles that the ,Drug Treatment and Training Project 
of Portland, 9r~gont found in their drug-using cl~ents. One hypo-
thesis- is 'that the youth of today show different profiles than 
thei:t' origj.Ju\1 norm group. Fowler and Coyle (3) fo:und that the 
coli~ge group they tested in 1965, did differ from the original 
nonn groUp, thoUgh the differences they show alone would not seem 
to account for- the high elevatio~ ·seen in drug users today. While 
the studies reviewed did try to· account for the fact that youth. may 
be different than ad1:1l ts b, choosing youth control: groups, no study 
I 
I 
-I 
-.. -
direotly tested the hypothesis ~t youth may be different today 
than the original norms. .Burke and Eiehber.g (2) suggested the 
possibility.when'they explained high F scores ,as perhaps being 
rela~d to social and cultural ch~e8 since the 1930's. The 
'studies. by . Smart· and Jones (9) and by M~et SteffEmhagen, and. 
Zheutlin (8), 'both use cut-off' a,cores on the MMPI to determine 
, 
abnp~ity. smart ana. Jones (9) even excluded. 8om~ ·of their' da.ta. 
on this l=iasis Of' abnormality. ~:i.B would seem' to imply that they 
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recogn1zed the old norms as still valid. The receilt research, then, 
does not a8ree Qn whether there is a. changa in the ,personal! ty of 
!,outh as measured by .the l4MPI. Tliere is then a need to test this 
directly to see if a change exists and how much this change, if 
found, could .ccount for high drug profiles. 
Another hjpothesi~ ~t forward to account for the high prOfiles 
of drug users watt that it was due to the PSYQhological problems of' 
the drug user.- All the studies reviewed ~peak directly to the 
ques~ion of Where psycHological prpb~ems fit into drug use. 
ltenda.ll and Pi ttel (6), MeAree t Steffenhagen, and Zh~utlin (8), 
anel ~ and Jones (9), all speak about psychological problems 
predating drUg use and they come' 'to the conclusion that drug use may 
relate ~ th."ese pre-existing proDlems. Burke and' Eichberg (2), 
Greaves (5) t Kendall and Pi ttel (6). al). mention character structure 
or ~rsonality disturQance~ that-they feel their dat~ shows as under-
lyirlg 9rUg use. The 'problem with accepting these conclusions is that 
17 
;we do not have enough 1D:rormation to be l\ble to make them. We 
!do pot have before drug use and after drug'use personality 
measurementS. 
Ano'ther prqblem Wi. th the studies reviewed I' in trying to ident-
ity how personality of psychological problems' affect profiles, is 
that the subjects chosen fQr the studies, with the exception ,of 
McAree, Steffenhagen, and Zheutlin (8) and Smart and Jones (9), 
have been drug users who have been identified by some drug treat-
ment program or had been hospitalized. Smart and Jones' (9) 
drug, subjects may have been so identified ~lso, but we do not 
have that informatiol:l. 
Because of this, we have the problem of were they 80 identified 
or hospitalized because they were having mor~ psychologioal problems 
and thus ,noticeable to their conmuni t.ies or could the ef.fect of 
their being thus identified and fiospitali~ed be accountable for 
the psycbological problems. Burke and Eichberg (2) feel that th~ 
hi8her profiles they found might be accounted for, at least to 
some extent, by the fact of hospitalization., Kendall and Pi ttel (6)" 
however, feel that the high profiles they found in their hospit-
ali zed group' was due to a psychoses that led to hospitalization. 
Soine of the studies, Burke and Eichberg (2), Kendall and Pittel (6), 
Smart and JQnes (9), use comparison groups who were drug users or 
hospi talized psychiatric patients. This causes the same problems 
as those just discussed. 
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~le the studies generally agre~ that.p~ychological problems 
are related to drug use, just what'this.re~ationship is, is n~t 
conclusive and the sampling problems make it difficult to come to 
any different conclusion. 
The third hypotbes1s was that the h:Lgh proriles seen were due 
to the drug use of ~e subject. None of the studies revi~wed felt 
( 
that the high profiles were due to drug use alohe but some did feel 
that the drug use acted upon the problems already extstihg and in-
tensitied them. as in Burke and Eichberg (2) and Kendall and Pittel (6). 
Much of tb.e data used to s~port 'the oontention that the drugs 
are superimpo~ed on proQl~ that a+~adf exist, ,cqp1d also 'be used 
to say that the drug use causes tb:e probl~. As ,tated, we simply 
do not have the. kind o~ before and sJ'ter drug use information to 
answer this kind of a Q.uestion. 
We -need, then, to find subjects without the complicating 
effect of identification or hospitali~ation for drug use or 
psychological problems and then to look at, instead of cause and 
effeQt, the proportion of weight such variables as psychological prob-
, . 
lems and-drug ·use have on the elevation of the MMPI. 
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METHOD 
, Tbe subjects tor this study were 182 ltudenta enro~led in general 
peychology classes at Portland CoIImuni ty College, Portland, Oregon. 
They were teeted in May ot 1972. Permission was obtained trom the 
Co~lege's three general psychology instructors to test the studeftts 
in all sections' of their classes. The subjects" participation in 
the study QS made a part of his regular class work. 
The students were administered a shortened ~ersion, (first 360 
questions) of the MMPI during one of their regular class p~riods. 
Tlley had 'been told previously th~t the test was to be given, though 
the test itself was not discussed. 
At the time the test was given E. explained the Drug Treatment 
and Training Project and the purpose of the current testing. As an 
incentive to til+ out the test correctly, the. Ss we~e told that the 
test resUlts would be interpreted for them if they wished. The 
tests were coded in a manner that made it possible for the Ss to 
identify his test but not for the E. to do SQ, thus preserving the 
Ss anonymity. 
The Ss were also given a questionnaire developed by the Drug 
Treatment and Training Project (see Appendix C). 'Ibis questionnaire 
collected information on characteristics of the ,Ss, present and past 
drug use and psychological probl~~8. Ss coded the questionnaire in 
the same fashion as the MMPI so they could be paired later. They 
were told to take the questionnaire home and return it completed at 
. r 
f 
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the next class period. It could not be" completed at the time of the 
-test~ due to th., t~e limit imposed by 'the class p~ri~d. Of the 
1~}§ students' 'tested, 182 completeti correctly ~oth the ~I and the 
.quest1qn1laire., These 182 comprised the Sa group. 
Information fr,om the questionnaire showed this Ss group to be 
1 
~~ male and 44. female. THe ethnic group is 98.~ caucasian with 
5% black and 5% oriental. 4~ ot the fathers of the ,Sa were profeSSional 
or business m..en; 53!' of the mothers work'ed. The subjects ~ere pri1Darily 
raised by their own parent&. 78% we~ single and l~j married. 57% 
,were :sti1l 1i'Ving wi tb their parents. About 40% are being supported 
by' their, parents or by a combination pf parents and employment. ~, 
sUppOrted themsel,es entirely by ~loym~nt. Only ~ had been ~rrested 
fpr drug offenses, 76.4% of these were for possession. OVer half of 
the cha~ge~ were dropped, the rest received fin~s or probation. 78 
of ~e Sa admitted to marijuana use, 37 to us~ of hallucinogenics, 
20 -to use of amphetamines, 15 to use of parbiturates! and 3 to use of 
herpin. A.~re d~taile4 deSCription of the'Portland Community College 
group is" found in the appendices, pages 44 to 141. 
TJle z.t.tPI, were machine sCQred by a scoring service. The 
ques,tioriru1ire ~esponse8 were coded ,and both these and the )t.1PI $cores 
w~re entered on ~Omputer data sheets, then punched on cards for 
; 
computer analysis. 
The subjects were analyzed t9 ascertain the influence of age, 
sex,:psycho10gioal problems, and marijuana use on their MMPI scales. 
The ~asure of marijuana use was taken 'from question 22 of the 
I 
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questionnaire (Appendix C). There is a continuum of use frpm daily-
to weekly, monthiy, rare It and never. The cri ter~a tor psychological 
problems 'was question 21 of the <l\1estionnaire (Appendix C). This 
question a~s, ~What degree of satisfaction "do yp~ currently feel jn 
each ot these area,,?" Those who answered tne area of, "yourself,·' 
wi th "vert dissatisfied" and ··someWhat dissatisfied,," wel;'e defined 
as having psychological problems. Those who answered with '·neutral." 
"somewhat satisfied," and "very satisfied," were defined as having 
no ~lcholog1oal problems. The statistical analysis used is a 
mul tiple linear regression, Draper arid Smith (10). 
It the hypothesis that the youth of today differ from the 
"ori£i~l ~l:'IIl group used ~ the JIt1PI and that this difference is 
being reflected in elevated profiles, were correct ~ would expect 
to fiI\d profiles .in our. Portland CoDInul)i ty College &rOQp (P. C. C. ) , 
that were significantly higher than tne original norm group (O.N.). 
~er, 'it this elevat~on were to account tor the higher profiles seen 
by t~e Drug Treatment and Training Project (D'.T.T.P.) in their clinic, 
we would expect to find the elevations of the P.C.C'. group t() be 
close to those of the D.T.T.P. group. 
A comparison of the mean raw scores (K oorrection added) 
QJl tl}e MMPI of the P. C. C. group with the mean raw soores (K correction 
added)" of the O'.N. group. show the P.C.C. group to, have a profile 
elevated ~bove that of the O.N. group. (~gures 4 and 5) 
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The only scale to show a stgnif1cant difference between the 
"male and female raw scores of the p. C. c. group was the By scale, 
'wi th the females ha~ the higher raw score. The profiles of. the 
male and female raw scores are very: close, _ with the males showing 
a. slightly higher profile on the D and p~ scale • 
. jThe P.C.C. group's tnean raw scores are eignifi,cantly higher 
! , 
than 1}hose ot the O.N. group, with the exception of the Hs (for 
males only) ~d the Pit scale 'for both male and female. (Tabl, II) 
T.ABJ:B II 
MMPI ~LINICAL lJAW. SCQ~ 
ORIGINAL NORM GROUP· (O.N.) AND poRTLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE (P. C. C. ) 
MEAN VAiuANCE t, PROBABILITY 
P.C •. C. O.N. P.C.C. O'.N. 
M 10.82 11.20 15.28 16.00 .77 Non sig. 
'He 11.77 13.00 18.3). 25.00 1.96 .> .05 F 
16.30 19 .. 89 6.70 1 . M 20.15 22.09 ' ,.01 
DF 2'1.13 19.10 24.90 29.16 2.94 .01 
M 20.31 16.10 19.89 36.00 6.11 .01 
By 
18. SO l" 22.45 24.90 36.00 5.29 .01 
Pd 21.80 i9.oo 20.25 16.81 7.37 .01 
Pa 10.00 8.00 9.00 12.25 6.64 .01 
M 23.58 23.00 41.21 27.04 .83 Non sig. 
Pt 
F 23.70 25.00 36.12 38.44 1.62 Non sig. 
Se 24 • .20 22.00 47.61 42.25 3.69 .01 
Ma 20.00 17-.00 19.36 17.64 7.84 .01 
5i 17·99 25.00 39.69 72.25 10.03 .01 
(K correction added ) 
When ~e P.C,C. groUp's mean ra~ soores.(K oorreotion added) 
~oUnd by th~ D.T,T.P. in their olients, all' clinioal soores plus 
the'F soale,. were found to be signifioantly higher f~r the.D.T.T.P. 
group. (Ta"Qle :tIl) 
'.l'A:Bt.1t III 
TABLE OF r+iPI CLINICAL RAW scdRES* 
Portland Coamunity CQIlege (P.C.C.) and 
.DNg Treai;ment and Training ProJeot (D.T.T.P.) 
Mean f • Standard Deviation t' 
P.C.C. 'D.T.T.P. P.C.C. D.T.T.P. 
L ,.2 3.4 1.8 1.9 1.09 
F 5.4 15.1 3·5 8.4 .14~64 
K '10.5 11.0 3.7 4.4 1.23 
Hs 11.2 18.5 4.0 6.7 ,.03 
D ~0.5 28., 4.9 7.5 12.'20 
*Males and Females combined 
(K correction added) 
Probabi11 tl 
Non sig. 
.01 
Non sig. 
.01 
.01 
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A comP~.f!on of the profiles ,of the P.G.C. group and those of 
the D .. ~.T.~. show the P.C.C. group peaking pn the Ma seale while the 
D.T.T.P. pe'aks oil the Se scale. (Figure 6 and 7) 
FIGURE 6 
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~e P.G.C. group's mean raw ,cores on the }JMpt do differ sig-
nificantly from· the mean raw scores of the O.N'. group. _This would 
. s~port the hypothesis that youth today do "differ trom the original 
norm group. However~ the D.T.'l'.P. groUp's scores we1"~ significantly 
higher than the P.C.C. group so we cannot sdpport the ~ontentio~ that 
the high profi1es seen. in the D.T.T.P. are due entirely to this .change· 
in the youth profile. Youthful profiles on the MMPI are different 
froD:! the Original norm but not enough to account for· the hish profiles 
found by the D.T.T.P. group. 
The second and third hypothesis to be tested are that the high r+fPI 
profiles seen in drug users are due to the psychopathology of the 
client or the drUg use of the client. If the elevations were due to 
the pathology of the client we would expect .that th~ measure of self-
sa~isfaction (our meas~e for psychopathology) -would have the most 
inf~uenc& OD.the ~I scales. USin$ the statistical method of 
mul tjJ)le l,inear regression, we would expect the highest correlation 
to be bE;ltween s'81f -satisfaction and the MMPI scale. If the hi~ 
profil~s were due to the Sa drug use, we would expect a high correlation 
between ~ usage and the MMPI scale. 
A multiple linear regression was run on each clinical scale of 
the MMPI. Variab~e considered were sex, age, self-satisfaction and 
marijuana: use. 
TABIti IV . 
.,I L. SCALE 
I 
to.TRIC OF CoRRELA'rIONl COEFFICIENT 
VARIABLES SEX AGE . SAT! 
seX 1.00 - .06 -: .Q6 
/ 
I 
- .06 .18 Age I 1.00 
Sati - .06 .18 1.00 
Mari" 
- .08 - r.21 - .07 
L 
- .08 .02 .12 
TABLE V 
• ! 
REGRESSION MiALYSIS MMPI, L SCALE 
. VARIABLES 
Sa.ti 
Sa-tit Mari 
~a ti, Mari t Sex 
MULT. ,RSQS 
0.0147 
0.0244 
0.0311 
Sati, Mari, Sex~.Age 0.0318 
*P=5% 
**P.l% 
MAR! 
.08 
- .21 
- .07 
1.00 
- .10 
2.5907 
2.1583 
1.8353-
1.3920 
~ 
L 
.0S 
.02 
.12 
- .10 
1.00 
DF 
1,.173 
2,172 
3,171 
4,170 
Self-satisfaotion has the most influence on' the. el~vation 
of ~e L scale! It, however, only accounts for 1.47% of the 
tc?t~l variance. All four of the variables accpunt for only ?f!" 
of the variance on -the L scale. 
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TABLE VI 
_I, F' ~ciALE 
'MATHIe OF CORRELATION COEFFICIEm' 
VMIA'Bt .!%, SEX ,AGE SATI 
Sex 1.00 .06 .06 
Age - .06 1.00 .18 
·'Sati 
- .06 .18 1.00 
Mari ~08 .21 .07 
F .14 
-
.18 
- .2~ 
TABLE VII 
REnRESSION ANALYSIS 
}tH)! , F SCALE 
vARIABLEs 
Sati, Marl 
Sat~, Mari, Sex 
MOLT. RSAA 
0.0593 
0 • .1063 
0.1270 
Sati, Mati, Sex,. age 0.1347 
'**P=1~ 
MARl 
.08 
-
.21 
-
.07 
- 1.00 
.24 
F 
10.923** 
10.231** 
8.2947** 
6.'6160** 
F 
.14 
-
.18 
- .23 
.24 
l.ob 
DF 
1,173 
2,172 
3,171 
4,170 
Marijuana. is the most important variable of those tested 
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for the F scale, accounting for 5.9% of the variance. Self-
sat1efaQtion adds 4.7~ for a total of lo.6~ for the two variables. 
Se~ and age only add ,2.7% more •. All variable i~luence only 13.~ 
of the elevation on the F scale. 
I . 
TABLE VIII 
J.It1PI, K SCALE 
MATRIC OF . CORRELATION· COEFFIC:mrr' 
,VAlUABLES sEt l AG~ SAT! MARl 
SEX 1.00 
-
.06 
-
.05 
-
.09 
Age 
-
.06 1.00 .17 
-
.21 
Sat~ 
-
.05 .,17 1.00 .06 
Marl - .09 - .21 - .06 1.00 
It 
-
.14- .10 .34 ~ .02 
TABLE IX 
~SION .ANALYSIS 
~I, K SCALE 
vA.RI.A:BLES 
Sati •. Sex 
Sati, Sex, Age 
MOLT. RSQS 
0.1123 
0.128; 
0.1295 
Sati, Sex, Age,M8ri 0.1297 
**P=1! 
F 
21.77';>** 
12.615** 
8.4371** 
6.2978** 
:a: 
.14 
.10 
.34 
-
.03 
.1.00 
DF 
1,172 
2,171 
3,170 
4,169 
Self-satisfaction has the ,most influence on the K scale ~ccounting 
for ll.~. SJ!x, age, and the use of marijuana raise the total influence 
I 
o~ the K Bcal~ of the four vari~bleB to just und~r l~. 
\ 
"j 
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TABLE X 
: 
lC4Pl, He sCA.I..E 
MATRIX OF CORRELATION COEFFtCImI' 
vARI.AmES SEX AGE SAT! MARl Ha 
Sex 1.00 .06 .06 .08 .14 
Age .06 1.00 .17 
-
.21 
-
.10 
Sati - .06 .17 1.00 
-
.07 
-
.12 
Marl - .08 
-
.21 
-
.07 1.00 .14 
!is - .14 - .1'0 - .12 .14 1.00 
'I!ABLE XI 
RmRESSION ANALYSIS 
MMPI, Hs SCALE 
VARIABLES MUL':. RS9J! F 'DF 
Sex 0.0198 3.5012 1,173 
Sex, Sati 0.0362 3.2308- 2',172 
Sex, S~ti, Mari 0.0497 2.986} 3,171 
Se~,Sati;~i,age 0.0535 2.,4050 4,170 
,Sex has the most influence on the He scale of the variables 
t~st~d, au~ountihg for 1.98~ of the total variables. Self-satis-
facti9n ~d,marijU4pa add only 2.~'more for a total, for the three 
variables, of 4.97~. Wben age is, a~ded, the four variables only 
account for 5.4~ of what. influenced ~e elevation on the Hs scale. 
TABLE XII 
r.t4PI, n S~ 
MATRIX OF CORRELATION COEFFIC:IERU 
vARIABt.Es SEX AGE SATI, 
; 
Sex 1.00 
-
.06 
-
.06 
Age 
- .. 06 1.00 .18 
Sati .06 .18 1.00 
Man - .08 ""! .21 
-
.07 
:b .08' 
-
.16 .25 
TABLE XIII 
REX)RESSION ANALYSIS 
~I·, D SCALE 
VARIABLES M.t1LT". RSQR 
Sati 0.0640 
Sati, age 0.0781 
Sati, age', sex 0.0884 
Sati, age, s~x, mari 0.0937 
MARl 
... 
.08 
-
.21 
.07 
1.00 
.i2 
F 
11.834** 
7.2929** 
5,5321* 
4.3973* 
-
-
D 
.08 
.16 
.25 
.12 
1.00 
DF 
1,173 
2,172 
3,171 
4,170 
• Se~f-satistaction accounts for 6.4% of the variance on the 
D -scale. Age and sex add 2.4% to the total. Marijuana adds only 
.4% for a total of 9.37" of influence on the eJevation of the D 
scal~ for the four variables. 
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TABLE XIV 
)!(PI, By SCALE 
MATHIC OF- CORRELATION COEFFICIENT 
:VARIA.BI.ES j t SEX. AGE 
Sex 1.00 
-
.06 
-
Age .06 1.00 
Sati .05 .18 
Mari .08 .21 
-
1Jl" .21 .01 -
TABLE 13 
RBXlREsSION ANALYSIS 
, 
:r.t4PI., By SCALE 
VARIABLES, MOLT. RSQi! 
Sex 0.0462 
Sex, mati 0.0736 
Sex, mari, sati 0.0741 
Sex, mari, sati, age 0.0743 
*P==~ 
SAT! .. MARl: 
.05 
-
.08 
.18 .21 
1.00 .06 
.06- 1.00 
'.02 
F 
8.2856* 
6.7541* 
4.5136* 
3.3759 
.18 
-
-
By 
.21 
.01 
.02 
.18 
1.00 
It17~ 
2,170 
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Sex ~e~ the largest influ.en~e on. th~ Hy scale, accounting for 
4.6% of the variance.. Marijuana use accounts for 2. 74~ of the variance. 
,Self~sa~isfacti~n and age add vety little,. only .07% making a total in-
f1.uence for the, four variables on the Hy scale of 7.43%. 
TABLE XVI 
)llPI t Pd- SCALE 
.'!'RIC OF CORRELATION COEFFICIEm' 
.'T~ SEX AGE SAT! MARl Pd 
Sex 1.00 
-
.06 
-
.06 
-
.07 . 
-
.04 
Age 
- .06 1.0.0 .17 
-
.21 
-
.15 
'Sati - .06 .17 1.00 
-
.07 
-
.11 
..Marl - .07 
-
.21 
-
.07 1.00 .33 
Pd 
- .04 - .15 - .17 .33 1.00 
T.IlBLE XVII 
REXiRESSION ANALYSIS 
r.KPI" Pd SCALE 
vARIABLEs MOLT. RSQR F DF 
~ 0.1057 20.341** 1,172 
M8.ri. sat! 0.128, 12.590** 2,171 
Mari, sati, age 0.1318 8.6090** 13,170 
Mari, sati, age, sex 0.11:;26 6.4595** 4,169 
**P-l!' 
The use of marijuana accoUnts for 10.6% of the va.riance on the 
Pd scale. 'The addition of the variables of self-satisfaction, age 
and sex' accO'ql'lt. tor 2.69% of tlie variance. The to:ta,l influence made 
on .,t~e Pd scale ljy the four variables amounts to 13.2~ of the total. 
35 
TABLE XVI!'I 
MMPI, PaSCALE 
MATRIc 0' CORRELATION COEF.PICIENT 
v.AR!A:BLtrS SEX t AGE SAT! MAR! . PA 
Sex 1.00 
-
.07 
-
.05 
-
.07 .02 
Age 
-
.07 1.00 .18 ... .21 
-
.12 
Sati .05 .18 1.00 .08 ... .09 
Mari 
-
.07 
-
.21 
-
.08 1.0,0 .28 
Pa .02 
-
.2 
-
.09 ' .28 1.00 
• 
MarijUana USe influences 8.~ of the Pa scale. Self-sati~-
fe;ction, age" and 9c:!X only' ada: .• 9% more influence. The total variance 
on the Pa scale accounted for by the four variables i~ 9.25% of the 
total. 
.'1'ABLE -xx 
t-I4PI, Pt SCALE 
MATHIe OF CORRELATION GpEPFICIENT 
V.ARI!BBES SEX AGE SATI MAR! Pt 
Sex 1.00 .06 - .06 .08 - .04 
Age .06 1.00 .18 .21 .27 
Sati .06 .18 1.00 ,07 .31 
Mari .08 .21 .07 1.00 .29 
Pt '!'"' .04 
-
• 21 
-
.21 . .22 1.00 
TABLE XXI 
_HESSION ANALYSIS 
MMPI, Pt sCALE 
VARIABLES MOLT. RSgJ! F DF 
Satir 0.0989 18.990** 1,173 
Sati, mari 0.1733 18.029** 2,172 
Sati, man, age 0.2035 14.567** 3.171 
Sati,mari , age , sex 0.2058 11.015** 4,170 
?~*P.l! 
Self-satisfaotion accounts for 9.~ of the' variance in the 
Pt s,ca1e. The use of marijuana ~ccounts for 7.4% of the total 
variance. Age and sex influence only 3.25'. All four variables 
account tor 20,~ of the variance on the Pt scale. 
TABLE XXII 
IIIPI So' ,Sc..ALE 
KATRIC OF CORRECTION COEFFtCIENT 
VARIABLES SEX AGE SATI MARl 
Sex 1.00 .06 - .05 .09 
.Age 
- .06 1.00 .17 - .21 
Sati 
- .05 .17 1.00 .06 
Mari 
- .09 - .21 - _06 1.00 
So .03 
-
.28 
-
.32 .26 
TABLE XXIII 
RmRESSION ANALysts 
MMPI Sc SCALE 
Sati 
Sati, mari 
Sa ti , ma;"i, ag~ 
MULT. RSQR 
0.1030 
0.1622 
0.1963 
Sati. marl, age, sex 0.1969 
**P=~, 
F 
19.756** 
16.563** 
10.359** 
10.359** 
S~ 
.03 
- .28 
.32 
.26 
1.'00 
DF 
1,172 
2,171 
3,170 
4,16g. 
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Self-satisfaction accoqnts for 10.~ of the variance on the 
Se scale!, '!be' use of marijuana accounts for 5.9%. Age and sex 
add another 3.5~ of the variance. The total influence of these 
,tour variables 'account for 19. 7~ of the total variance on the S.c' 
~t scale. 
.-
,.. 
TABLE xXIv 
.I, Ma SCALE 
MATRIC OF CORRELATION' COEFFICIENT 
VARlABLES SEX AGE 
Sex 1.00 - .06 
-
Age 
- .06 1.00 
Sati 
- .04 .18 
Mari 
- .07 - .20 
Ma .10 .;21 
TABLE XXV 
REnRESSION ANALYstS. 
MMPI lfa SCALE 
VARIABLES 
, j 
. MOLT. RSQR 
tge, man 
Ag~, Dlari, sati, 
Age ,mari , sati , sex 
0.0975 
0.134, 
0.1458 
0.1540 
SATI 
.,04 
.18 
1.00 
-
.07 
.12 
F 
18.367** 
13.110** 
9':,5647** 
7.6053** 
MARI' 
-
.07 
-
.20 
-
.07 
1.00 
.2~ 
)fa 
.1Q 
- .• '1 
- .17 
.,1' 
.25 
1.00 
DF 
1,170 
2,169 
3,168 
4;170 
Age has the most influence on the F scale account for 9.8% of 
:the ~ta1 variance. Marijuana -use adds, 3.7%Jt The addition of the 
variables of self-satisfaction and sex bring the total ~ariance 
accounted for by the four variables tested to ).5.4% in the )1a scale 
cif tlle M\1PI. 
TABLE XXVI 
\' MMPI S1 SCALE 
MATRIC OF CORREeTION COEFFICIENT 
VARIABI.ES SEX 
Sex 1.00 
Age 
-
Sati 
-
Man 
S1 
REGRESSION,ANALYSIS 
MMPI 8i SCALE 
VARIABLES 
Sati 
Sati, sex 
Sati, sex, age 
.06 
.06 
.08 
.02 
Sat1, sex, age, mari 
**P=5% 
AGE 
.06 
1.00 
.18 
.21 
-
.02 
TABLE XXVII 
MULT'. RSQR 
0.1199 
0.1246 
0.1253 
0.1254 
-I 
-
SAT! MARl 
.06 .08 
.18 .21 
1.00 
-
.07 
.07 1.00 
.34 
F 
23.588** 
12.242** 
8.1662** 
6.0956** 
.o~ 
S1 
.09 
- .09 
- .34 
.03 
1.00 
DF 
1,173 
2,172 
3,171 
4,170 
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Self-satisfaction accounts for 11.99% of the variance on the Si 
scale. Sex, age and marijuana use account for .55%, which makes 
the total varianoe accounted for by th~ four variables on the 81 
scale 12.-54%. 
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DISCUSSION 
Of the 12 MMPI scales studied, one-half (6) of them were 
influenced most by the variable of self-sati.sfaction. The 
highest influence of self-satisfaction was on the Si scale 
where it accounted for: 11.99% of the tota:J.,. It accomlted for 
11.2~ on the K scale, for lO.~ on the Sc scale, 9.89% on 
the pt, 6.4% on the D scale and for 1.47% on the L scale. 
With the exception of the K and L these are negative correlation. 
As self-satisfaction goes up, the MMPI scales go down. These 
correlations are small and while the F' test is significant at 
the l~ level for all but the L scale, it is, not ve't7 meaning-
fu1 because of the low correlation figures. In the Pt and Sc 
scal~s, marijuana use is the second mos~ important variable. 
In the Pt scale, marijuana accounts for 7.44% of the total 
variance, making a total of l7.3~ for both self-satisfaction 
and marijuana use. On the Sc scale, marijuana accounts for 
5.9% of the influence with a total for marijuana and self-
satisfaction of l6.2~. While marijuana use and self-satis-
faction are important in the Pt and Sc scales, they only 
account for one-sixth of the variance on these scales. 
Marijuana use was the most influential variable in three 
scales, the Pa, Pd, and F. These were all positive correlations. 
As marijuana use goes up, the scales go up. Marijuana accounts 
for 8.34%'of the variance on the Pa scale, 10.51% on the Pd 
scale, llllQ 5.9% on the F scale. The F test of significance 
I 
'1 
I 
i 
f 
I 
I 
I 
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is ~ignif1cant at the 1% level. However, again this is not 
very me{l.tlingful as the co:rrela tiona are low tliough in the 
expected direction. All three of these scales (Pd, Pa, F) 
have self-satisfaction as the second most important scale. However, 
the F scale is, the only one to which the addition of self-satis-
faotion has much influence~ Self-satisfaction adds 4.1% for a 
total influence for marijuana and self-sat~sfaction of 10.6,% 
on the F scale. 
Marijuana and self-satisfaction are the two most in-
\ fruential variable~ of those tested, being fir.st or second 
\ \ \. 
in importance in all 12 of, the MMPI scales tested. 
. \ 
. \ 
\ 
TABLE XXVIII 
PLACEMENT OF IMPORrANCE OF VARIABLES m MMPI SCALES 
First Secona 
Self-sati~faction D, K, Si, Pt, Se, L Pa, Pd, Hs, 
.Manjuana Pa, Pd, F Hy, Ma, Pt, 
Age Ma D 
Sex !;IY. Hs K, a1 
F 
Sc, 
The results of this study would tend to support the hy-
potbesis that psychological problems (self-satisfaction by 
or definition) have more influence on the elevations seen on 
most }JIW1 scales than does marijuana use. However, the 
correiations between our measure of psychological problems 
L 
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and -the !JttfPI scaiea are too low to conclude that the elevations 
geen on the MMPI ecales are caused completely by this'measure 
of psychological problems. 
On the three scales in which marijuana use had the most 
infiuence, self-satisfaction is second in ·influence. One would 
expect the use of marijuana to influence the Pd scale as this 
is the social deviance scale and use of marijuana is' an illegal 
act. Its influence on the Pa scale is also not .surprising. 
The other sca.le where marijuana has the most influence is 
the F scale and here self-satisfaction has almost as w~ch in-
fluence. 5.9% for marijuana use and '4.7% for self-satisfaction. 
We can only conclude that while the results are in the 
expected direction and that marijuana use does influence ~I 
scales, its influence cannot be considered to be the primary 
cause of the scale elevation because of the low correlations. 
Our original two hypotheses were that: 
1. The e~evation on the MMPI scales of drug users were' 
caused by his dl"Ug use, or 
2. That the elevations were caused by'psychological problems. 
The results of this study would tend to support the second 
hypothesis that psychological problems we~e most important. 
The low correlations between the MMPI scales and the 
variables would ind~cate that while, these variables have 
some influence on the MMPI scales, there are other variables 
not tested that also influence these scales. 
:) 
1/ 
I 
I 
I 
,I il 
,I 
'/ 
The youth, of the subject, his psychological problema and 
his drug' USe, all influence the elevations on the MVIP~ scales. 
Whiie the reaul ts were in the expected direction, the corre ... 
la.tions were not high enough for us to come ~ any firm con-
clusion that any one of the original three hypotheses alone 
account for the elevations seen in the MMPI profiles of the 
drug users. The results would seem to indicate that all of these 
variables are important but more research is needed to find the 
otQ.e~ variables, both in the drug user and non-drug user that 
influence the elevations of the MMPI scale. II I 
APPENDIX A 
CHARACTERISTICS OF 
DRUG TRAINING AND TREA'lMENT PROJECT._ 
PORTLAND cMftlNITY COIJ...EnE· GROUP -
.; 
II 
'I 
,-
TABLE I 
SEX OF SUBJECT 
DRT,!G GROUP ..1!Q. ~ CONTR0bt GROTJ]~ NO. ~ 
-
Malle 181 63.7 Male 102 56.0 
Fem.ale .~ 36.3 Female 80 43.9 M 
TABLE· II 
A=GE OF SUBJECTS 
DRUG GROUP ~ ! CONTROL,GROUP ~ ~ 
-. 
15, 16 46 16.2 15, 16 0 0.0 
17 .. 18 52 18.3 17_ 18 25 13.7 
19, 20 68 23·9 19, 20 76 41.8 
21, 22 57 20.1. 21" 22 19 10.4 
23, 24 44 15.5 23, 24 20 11.0 
25-2:7 17 6.0 25-27 16 8.7 
28 or over p 0.0 28 or over 23 12.6 
Blank 0 0.0 Blank, 2 1.8 
~ ~ 
TABLE III 
ETHNIC GROUP OF SUBJECTS 
Dr~g ~roup . ..1!s!!. ! Control Group ~ 2f 
Caucasian 261- 92.2 Caucasian 180 98.90 
Black 10 3.,5 Black "1. 0 • .5.5 
Am. Indian 10 3.·.5 Am. Indian 0 0.0 
S.panish 2 0.7 Spanisb 0 0 .. 0 
-Oriental 0 0.0 Oriental 1 0 • .5.5., 
:2"B'3 I82 ' I 
" TAB~ IV I 
FATHER'S OCCUPATION· OF SUBJECTS 
Drug Group No~ ~ Control Grou2 ~ Lf 
Pro.re·ssional Professional 
an¢i Semi-pro.72 26.3 SJnd Semi-pro. 64 3.5.2 
Clerk,. Small 
43 1.5.7 
Clerk, Small 
Businase Buei'ness 23 12 .. 6 
Workers :, W.orlters: 
skilled, skilled, 
semi, and semi, and 
u<nskilled 87 31.8 unskilled 6.5 3.5.7 
Retired, Retired, 
Disa}:>led 12 4.4 Disabled 18 9.8 
Deceased 28 10.2 Deceased 7 3.8 
Don l ·t know ~ 11.7 Don't know ~ 2.9 27 
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TABLE V 
! 
!S SUBJECT'S ~ATHER ON WELFARE ,t, 
DRUG GROUP !i2.!. ! CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
-
Yes 5 2..2 Yes 1 .5 
No ~ 97.8 No 181 99.,5 ~ 
TABLE VI 
" 
MOTHER'S OCCUPATION OF SUBJECTS I 
II 
~ G11.0U£: !2.:. tf CONTRO~ GROUP NO. !. I 
\' Proiessional Profess! O[la~ 
and Semi-pro.28 10 .. 4 and Semi-pro. 29 15.9 
Clerk" Sma.ll Clerks, Small 
BUsiness 52 19·.3 Business ')7 20.3 \ I 
Work~l' : W.orker: 
,skilled, skilled" 
sami- semi-
skill'ad 24· 8.9 skilled 21 11.5 
Housewiie, Housewife" 
uns,kl11ed 138 51.1 unskilled 91 50.0 
De.ceased 1.0 3.7 D~ceased 1 .6 
Donlt know 18 6.7 Don't know ~ 1.7 m 
I 
I 
I 
TABLE VII 
IS SUBJECT'S MOTHER ON WELFARE t 
DRUG GROUP NO. ! CONTROL GROUP NO. 2f 
- - -
Yes 1.9 7.5 Yes 3 1.6 
No ~ 92.6 No m 9.8.4 
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TABLE VIII 
I 
NmIBER OF BROTHERS AND SIST~S OF SUBJECTS I 
! 
DRUG GROUP NO,. v[ CONTROL <lR()UP NO. 2f I d - I!. -
None 12 6.6 I None I 
One One .39 21.5 I: 
Two Two, 60 .32.9 
Three Three .34 18.7 
Four or Four or 
more more rM 20.3 
TABLE IV 
SUBJEC~IS ORDINAL POSITION OF BIRTH 
DRUG GROUP li2.!. ~ C:ONTROL GROUP li2.!. 1i 
First-born, 1.33: 47.5 .First-born ·62 34.1 I 
Second- Second- il born 77 27.5 born 61 33.5 
Tb1rd:-bo:rn 44 15.1 Third-born 41 22.5 'I ~ j 
Forth-bo:rn :l5 5.4 Forth-born 22. 6.0 
Fiftb-born Fifth-born 
or more 11 3.9 or inore 7 3.9 ~ -raT'" 
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TABLE X 
LIVING ARRANGEMENTS OF SUBJECT'S PARENTS 
DRUG GROUP NO. ! CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- - -
own bouse 181 69.4 Own bouse 159 81.3 
OWn an Own an 
ap9.ll'tment 2. 0.8 apartment 0 0.0 
Rent houae 44 16.9 Rent bouse 10 5.5 
Rent an Rent an 
apartmel 23 8.8 apartment 6. ) .. 3 
1 2.9 otber 4 2 .. 2 Otber ~ j 
I 
Don't know ~ 1.5 Don't knOW rsi- 1 .. 1 
TABLE XI 
NUMBlm. 'OF ROOMS IN DWELLING OF SUBJECT'S PARENTSI:,;-:1lOXB 
DRU~ GROUP NO. ! CONTROL GROUP NO. '~ 
-
Tbree ...... or Tbree or . 
tour 12 1.1. .four .3 1 .. 1 
Five 25 14.1 Five 1 4 .. 0 
Six 31 1.8.2 Six l3 1.4 
Seven 35 20.6 Seven 32 lI..8.J 
Eight 
.31, 21.8 Eigbt 25 14.3 
Nine 01' Nine or 
more rl8- 17.7 more ~ ·54 • .3 
TABLE XII 
KIND OF COMMUNITY SUBJECT.! S FAMILY LIVES IN 
~ GROUP NO; ! CONTROL GROUP !2.!. ~ 
Suburb 94 34.7 SUburb 78 43.0' 
City 9~ 33.6 City 47 25.8 
Small town 46 17.0 Small town 25 13.7 
Rural 39 14·4 RUl'~l '30 16.4 
Don't know 0 O.Q :O'on't know 2 1.l 
'-m- IB2 
TABLE XIII 
HAVE SUBJECT'S PARENTS SEPARATED 'l' 
!2.ID!Q. ' OR OUP !!Q.:. CONTROL GROUP NO. 
-
Yes Yes 10 
No 
56 19.9 
226 80.1 
~ 
No m- 93.9 
TABLE XIV 
HAVE SUBJECT'S PARENTS BEEN D!VORCED ? 
DRUG GROUP !2.!. ~ CONTROL GROUP· NO. ! 
- -
Yes 12.1 42.9 Yes 39 2l.4 
No 160 56.7 No m 78.6. 28I' 
49 
I II 
I 
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TABLE XV 
HAVE SUB~CT'S PARENTS BEEN RE-MARRIED t ,I I 
1 
DRUG GROUP NO. I! CONTROL GROUP lli ! :/ 
- - I 
Ye~ 81 28.7 Yes 
·34 18.3 
I No 201 7l.3 No ~ 81.7 M I 
I, 
TABLE XVI 
HAS THERE BEEN A DEATH OF SUBJECT'S PARENTS ? 
~ GROUP NO. ! CONTROL GROUP lli 2f 
-
Yas 54 19.2: Yes ~1 14.7 
NOq 228 80.9 No ~ 85.3 M 
TABLE XVII. 
PERSON WHO BROUGHT UP SUBJECT BETWEEN AGES 1 TO 5 YEARS 
~ GROUP NO. ! CONTROL GROUP lli ~ 
-
Botb real Botb real 
parents 224 78.9 parents 172 94:.5 
Ooe ~are.nt 36 l2.7 One parent 8 4.3 
Relative 1.6 5.6 Relative 0 0.0 
Step-parent Step-parent 
~nd parent 5. 1.6 and parent 1. 0.55 
Foster bome ~ 1.1 Foster home ~ 0.55 I'8r 
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TABLE XX 
PERSQN WHO BROUGHT UP SUBJECT 
BETWEEN AGES OF lQ YEA~S AND PRESE:NT 
~ GROUP '!2.!. !.. CONTROL GROUP !2.!. ~ 
Botb real Both real 
pa!:'enta 110 )9.6 pS1"8n:bs 140 76.4 
Self 77 27.7 Self 11 6.8 
Ooe parent 50 18.0 ODe parent 17 9.4 
~tep .. parent Step-:psrent 
5.8 a'cd parent 17 6.1 and parent 10 
Foster bome, Foster bome, 
guardian lO 3.6 guardian 0 0.0 
Relative 7 2.5 Relative 3 1.6 
Instltutions~ 2.5 Institutions 0 0.0 
I8r'" 
TABLE XXI 
TIMES SUBJECT'S FAMILY MOVED BETWEEN AGE 1 TO .5 
~,GROUP !2.!. ~ CONTROL GROUP !2.!. ! 
No moves 83 .32.9 No movea 73 40.1 
Onc'e 75 29.8 Once 57 31.4 
Twice 33 13.1 Twice 24 13.1 
Tbre.s times 30 11.9 Three times l5 8.2 
Four times 12 4·8 Four times 9 4·1 
Five. times Five times 
01" more 19 7.5 or:more ~ 2.1 ~ 
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TABLE XXII 
TI'MES SUBJECT'S., FAMILY MOVED 'BETWEEN AGE 6 TO ,10 
naUG GROUP !i9.!. ~ CONTROL. GROUP !i9..!. ~ 
No moves 96 37.5 N,o moves, 85 46.7 
Once 79 30.9 Once 56 30.8 
Twice 36 14·1.. Twice 2.7 14.8 
Thre& t1mes 19 7.4 Three times 10 5.5 
I 
Four times 10 3.9 Fou~ times 1 0.5 
Five times Five times 
or more 16 6.3 or more ~ l.7 m-
T.-sLE XXI I I 
TIMES, SUBJECT'S FAMILY MOVED BETWEEN AGE II TO 15 
!2ID!Q. GROUP !Q.:. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
-
No moves 109 41.8 No moves 96 52.8 
Once 59 22.6 Once 51 28.0 
Twice 44 16.9 Twice 18 9.9 
Three times 1.3 5.0 Three times 7 ,3.8 
Four t~mes l5 5.8 Four times 6 3.3 
Five times Five times 
or more 21 8.0 or more 
* 
2.2 
~ 
TABLE XXIV 
TIMES SUBJECT'S FAMILY MOVED BETWEEN AGE 16 T0 PRESENT 
DRUG GROUP !2!. ~ CON~OIt GROUP .!2!. ~ 
-
No moves 147 $9.8 No moves 117 64.l 
Once 41 16.7 Once 39 21.$ 
16 6.$ \. Twice Twice 13 7.2-
Three time's 2'1 8 ... " Tnree times 4 2:.2 
Four t1mes $ 2:.0 Four times 4 2.2 
Five times Five t1mes 
or more l6 6.5 or more rst- 2.8 ~ 
TABLE XXV 
MARITAL STATUS OF SUBJECT 
~ GROUP !2!. ! CONTROL. GROUP ~ ! 
Single 225 19.5 Single 143 78.6 
Married 28 9.9 Married 32 18.0 
Divorced 17 
" 
6.0 Divorced 3 1 .. 7 
Separated 12 4.2 Separated 1- 0 .. 5 
Widowed l 0-4 W1dowsd 1 0.5 
Remarried 0 0.0 Remarried l. 0.5 ~ ~ 
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TABLE XXVI 
PERSONS WITH WHOM SUBJECT LIVES 
mrgQ GROUP !2.!. ~ CONTROL, GROpP, !2.!. ~ 
Parent(s) 128 45.2 Parent(s) 103 57.2-
Pr1end{s) 66 23.3 Friend(S) 19 11.0 
Spouse Spouse or 
or fl'iend of friend ot 
oppo'si te 'sex 32 11 .. .3 opposite sex 37 20.5 
Relative 1.5 5.3 Relative 4 2 .. 3 
Inst1tqtion. 7 .2.5 Institution 0 0.0 
Alone ~ l2·4 Alone 16 8.9 IB'O' 
TABLE 'XXVII 
AGE SUBJECT LEFT HOME 
DRUG GROUP !.9..!. ~ CONTROL 'GROUP !.9..!. ff ...........-
14 or under 8 5.5 14 or under 3 4.1 
l5 13' 9.0 15 '0 0.0 
16 21 14.5 16 2: 2:.7 
17 .31., 21.4 17 14· l8.9 
18 57 39.3 l8 33 44.0, 
19 10 6.9 19 11 14·9 
20 or over ~ 3.4 20 or ove.r II 14.9 74 
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TABLE XXVIII 
SUBJECT'S LIVING ARRANGEMENTS 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ! 
--- - -
Parents' Parents' 
house 125 44.6 nouse ~03 5.5.0 
OWn bouse OWn house 
or apartment 8 2.9 or apartment 17 9.0; 
Rent house 57 20.4 Rent bouse 2a 16.0 
Rent apart- Rent apart-
ment 46 16--4 ment 33 18.3 
Rent room 12 4.3 Rertt room b 0.0 
Inat1tution 10 3.6 Institution 1. 0.6 
Street or Street or 
otber 22 7.9 other 2 l.l " ~, mr-
TABLE XXIX 
NUMBER OF PLACES SUBJECT HAS LIVED IN LAST 6 MONTHS I I 
DRUG GROUP ~. ~ CONTROL GROUP ~ If i I 
-
I Ooe l09 43.6 One l38 80.2 
Two 64 25.6 TKo 26 1.$~1 I 
Three 50 20.0 Three 1 0.6- I 
! 
Four ~3 .5.2 Four .$ 3.0 i I 
I 
Flve or more~ 5.6 Five 2 1.1 'I or more 
112 
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TABLE .xxx 
NUMBER OF PLACES SUBJECT HAS LIV~ IN LAST 12 MONTHS 
!?1!!1Q GROUP ~, ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ! i 
-
One 7S 32-.2 Obe l13 65.1 
TWo 3.$ 15.0 Two 32 18.7 
Three 43 18.S Three ' ;LO S.8 
Foul' 31 13.3 Foul' 6 3.5 
Five 16 6.9 Five 7 4.1 
Six 13 5.6 Siz 2 1.l 
Seven or Seven or 2 1.1-
more 20 8.6 i11()re 
ffl 'm: 
TABLE XXXI 
NUMBER OF PLACES SUBJEOT HAS LIVED IN LAST 2 YEAR:S 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GR"OUP ~ ;! --.-
-
One S6 24.9 One ',91- .$2.3 
Two-three 48 2:l.3 Tw,o-tbree 5~ 29.3-
Four-tive 5S ,24.4 Pour-t+ve 20 ll.4 
Si.x-.,even 30 13.3 Six-seven .5 2.8 
E1s~t'-nine ].6 1.1 Eigbt-cic'a 1 1.8 
Ten or more 20 8.9 Ten or more cl 2·4 ~ 
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TABLE XXXIV 
NUMBER OF HOURS OF COURSES SUBJECT TOOK THIS YEAR 
DRUG GROUP :10. ! CONTROL· GROUP NO. ! 
- - ----\ 
1 ,- 6 l2: 7.3 
7 - l2 32 19.3 
l3 .. l8 45 2.7.1 
19 .- 24 S 3.0 
2$ - 30 6 3.6 
3l - 36 14 8.4 
37 .. 42 12 7.3 
43 - 48 26 l5.6 
49 and over ~ 8.4 
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TABLE XXXV 
SUBJECT'.S PRIMARY SOURCE OF SUPPORT 
mBfQ. GRQUP NO. ! qONTROL. GROUP NO. ~ 
- -
Parents 109 38.9 Parents 49 2.7.S 
Employment 41 14.6 Employment 70 39.4 
8.elt- Sel.t-
emp1.oyment 2'1 7.S employment 8 4.S 
Parents and Parents and 
empl.~yment 13 4.6 employment 23 l2.9 
Friends 01' Friends or 
none 40 14.3 none 0 0.0 
Welfare, G.I. Welfare, G.I. 
Cou~t, Grant, , Court, Grant, 28 lS.1 
unemplOyment~ 20.0 unemployment 
I7B" 
TABLE XXXVI 
IS SUBJECT PRESENTLY WORKING 2 
DRUG GROUP NO. :! CONTROL GRQUP !!2.!. ! 
- -
Yes 60 21.1 Yes 122 67.8 
No ~ 78.9 No ~ 32.2 
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TABLE XXXVII 
HOURS SUBJECT WORKS PER WEEK 
DRUG GROUP li2!. 2f CONTROL GROUP li2!. ~ 
-
\ 
-
4-19 bours 10 20.0 4-19 hours 34 30.6 
20 bours 10 20.0 20 hours 20 16.0 
21-39 boura 6 12.0 2:1-39 bours 36 32.5 
40 hours 40 bours 
21 18.9 or more ~ 46.0 or more m 
TABLE XXXvIII 
TYPE OF WORK DONE BY StrBJECT 
DRUG GROUP, NO. ! CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ ----, 
- -
Unski11~d Unskilled 
labor 18 32.7 labol' 27 24.8 
Skilled, Skilled, 
semi-skilled semi-skilled 
labor 10 18.2 labor 43 39.4 
Clerical, Clerical, 
sales 13 23.6 sales 29 26.6 
Semi- Semi-
professional 10 18.2: professional 3.7 
Sel.t- Selt-
em~oyed 4 7.3 employed 1 0.9 
Protess1onal~ 0.0 Professional.. ~. 4.6 
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TABLE XXXIX 
ANNUAL EARNINGS OF SUBJECT, 
DRUG GROUP !!2.!.. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
-
$3499 or less 9 22.5 $1499 01' less 46 43.8 
$1500-02499 8 20.0 $l500-$2499 25 23.8 
$2500-$4499 12 .30.0 $2500-44499 17 16.2 11 
$4.5oo-t~499 8 20~0 $4500-$6499 10 9.5 
$6500·· or $6500 or 
over ~ 7.5 over Ii 6.1 
TABLE Jeri: '" " 
N1J:MBER OF WEEKS SUBJECT WORKED IN LAST 6 MONTHS 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL. GROUP !9.!. ~ .......--
-
None. 89 48.9 None 
1 - 4 24 13.2 1 - 4 1.8 15.1-
5 - 8 14 7.7 .5 - 8 .5 4·2: 
9 - 12 18 9.9 9 - 12 5 4·2 
13 - 19 1Z 6.6 l3 - 19 6 5.0 
20 - 26 25 13.7 20 - 26 ~ 71.5> ~ 
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\ TABLE XL.I' ~ 
NUMBER OF' W.EEK.S SUBJECT WORKED IN LAaT 12 MONTHS 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- -
None 70 39.6 None 52 28.6 
1 - 4 14 1.9 1 - 4 8 4.4 
5 - 8 18 10.2 5 - 8 5 ,2.1 
9 - 12 14 1.9 9 - 12 9 4.9 
13 - 26 26 14.1 13 - 26 26 14.3 
21 - 36 13 1~3 2.1 - 36 10 5.5 
~1 - 48 8 4~5 31' '--48 28 15·.4 
49 - 52-
.fit 7.9 49 - .$2 ~ 24.2 
TABLE XLII 
WAS SUBJECT'S WOR,K FULL-TIMEt 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ C'ONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- - -
Yes 11 .$1.1. 'Yes .$1 41.9 , 
I 
No 68 48.9 No rlt 58.1 m 
I 
I 
" 
TABLE XLIII I 
WAS SUBJECT'S WORK PART-TIME~ 
mll!Q;, GROUP NO. :f CONTROL GROUP llih:. ! 
Y-es SO 35.9 Yes 100 72 .. 5 
No 89 64.1 No 38 27 .. $ 
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TABLE XLIV 
HAS· SUBJECT HAD TREATMENT FOR DRUG OVERDOSES t 
DRUG GROUP NO. 1! CONTROL GROUP N.O. ~ 
- - -
Yea 12 26.1 Yea 1 0 • .5 
No ~ 73.9 No 181. ~ 99.S 
TABLE XLV 
HAS SUBJECT HAD TREATMENT FOR HEPATITIS t 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP H2.:. ~ 
- -
Yes 59 21.8 Yes 7 3.8 
No 212 78.2' No ~ 9.6.2 m 
TABLE XLVI 
HAS. SUBJECT BEEN trREATED FOR DRUG AI)DICTION 7' 
DRUG GROUP llih ;! CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
-
Yes 
.53 19.6 Yes J. O.s 
No 2,18 80.4 No l81 99.5 
m m 
TABLE XLVII 
HAS SUBJECT BEEN TREATED FOR PSYCHOLOGICAL PROBLEMS '1 
DRtrG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL, GROUP lli ~ 
- -
Yes 148 54.0 Yes 1 3.8 
No 126 46.q No m 96.2 ~ 
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TABLE XLVIII 
HAS SUBJECT BEEN HOSPITALIZED 
FOR DRUG OR' PSYCHOLOGICAL PROBLEMSt 
DRUG GROUP NO. ! CONTROL 'GROUP NO. ~ I; - - -
Yes Yes 3 1.6 II' 
No No ~ 98.4 j! 
1; 
.TABLE . XLIX 
YEAR OF SUBJECT'S MOST RECENT DRUG ARREST 
DRUG 'GROUP !i2.!. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO •. ! 
-
19~7 01'. 
e~11er 5 5.1 
1967 or 
earlier 4 23.5 
1968 11 11.l. 1968 1 5.9 
1969 11 'll.1 1969 2 11.8 
1970 29 29.) 1970 3 17.6 
1971. 32 32 • .3 1911 5 29-4 
1972 6 6.1- 1912 2 11.8 
Blanks ~ 5.1 Blanks ·0 0.0 1'7 
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TABLE L 
PLACE OF SUBJECT'S MOST RECENT DRUG ARREST 
DRUG GROUP NO. t! CONTROL, GROUP NO. i! 
- - -
Portland 52 52.5 Portland 3 17 .. 6 
Tri-county 15 1..5.2 Tri-coun~y 4 23.5 
Otbel' Oregon 14 14.1 Other Oregon lO ,58.9 
Out ot 'State ~8 18.2 Out ot State 0 0.0 
~ I1 
TABLE LI 
SUBJECTIS MOST RECENT DRUG ARREST CHARGE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP !!2.:. ~ -..-- -, 
Posse,ssion 73 73.7 Possession 13 76.4 
sales 11 11.1 Sales 0 0.0 
Intonea- Intosica-· 
tion 11 11.1 tiOD 3 11.6-
Other 2 2.0 Otber 0 0.0 
Blanks 2 2.0 Blanks 1 6.0 
~ n 
TABLE IiII 
SUBJECT'S MOST RECENT DRUG ARREST RESULT 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. .~ 
- '-
,. Jail., J.D.H 26 26.3 Jail, J.D.H. 1 ,5.9 
It 
I' 
Probat1'oD, PrQbation" I, [! 
Parole )0 30.3 Parole 2 11.8 II 
Pi·ne 1 1.l. F1ne 4 23.5 
.' 
Cbarges a,harges I 1 
dropped. 14 14.1 dropped .~ 52.9 H I 
I' I' 
None yet 11 ·11.1 None Yet 0 0.0 I 
Blanks 10 1.Q.l. Blanks l. 5.9 
-rpJ I1 
TABLE LIII 
"¥EAR OF SUBJECT'S SECOND MOST RECENT DRUG ARREST 
!?!t2!l GR,OUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP !2.!. .! 
-
1-961 or 1961 or 
earlier 4 1,3.3 ear11er :l lL.00 
1968 7 23.) 1968 0 0.0 
1969 4 1:3.3 1969 0 0.0 
'1970 12 40.0 1970 Q Q~C 
'I 
1971 2 6.7 1971. 0 0.0 
1912 1 3.3 
-" 
1972 0 0.0 
I 
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TABLE LIV 
PLACE OF SUBJECT'S SECOND MOST RECENT DRUG ARREST 
nRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP lli ! 
- -
Portland 11 56~1 Portland 0 0.0 
"-
Tl-1-oountl 4 13.3 Tr1-county 0 0.0 
Otb,8r Oregon 4 13.3 Otber <?r·egon 0 0.0 
Out ot State ~ 16.'1 Out of State 1 100.0 r 
TABLE LV 
SUBJECT'S SECOND MOST aECENT DRUG CHARGE 
pRUG GROUP lli ! CONTROL. GROUP NO. ~ 
-
Possesaion 18 60.0. Possession l. 100.0 
Sales 1 23.3 Sales Ql 0.0 
Intoxica-
tion cbarge 2 6.7 In~ox1ca-
tiOD cnarge 0, 0.0 
Otber ~ 10.0 Otber 0 0.0 1: 
I 
TABLE LVI 
SUBJECT'S SECOND MOST RECEBT DRUG ARREST RESULT 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ 'CONTROL GROUP NO. .~ 
- - -
Jail,' J.D.H. 15 .50.0 Jail, J.D.H. 0 0.0 
Proba·tioD, Probation, 
pgrole 4 1.3.3 Parole 1 100.0 
Fine 1 3.3 Fine 0 0.0 
, 
Charges Charges 
Dropped 6 20.0 propped- 0 '0.0 
None Yet 2- 6.7 None Yet 0 0.0· 
Blanks' 2 6.7 Blank,s ·0 0.0 
JtJ I 
TABLE LVII 
T01'AL -NUMBER OF DRUG ARREST OF SUBJECTS 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP 1!2.!. ~ 
- -
None 180 6.5.0 NO,ne 16.5 90 • .5 
One 64 23.1 One 16 9.0 
. Two 2.5 9.0 Two 1 0 .. .5 
Three 8 2.9 Tbree 0 0.0 
m lM 
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TABLE 'LVIII 
SUBJECTiS MOST RECENT NON-DRUG ARREST 
DRUG GROUP NO.' '2! CONTROL GROUP NO. 
- - -
'1967 OJ! 1967 or 
before 25 20.0 betol'. 2 13.3 
1968 5 4.0 1968 .3 20.0 
1969 13 10.4 1969 4 26~7 
1970 30 24.0 ,1970 1 6.7 
1971 .. 36 28.8 1971 2 13.3 
1972 8 6.4 1972 1 6.7 
Blanks 8 6.4 . Blanks 2 13 .. 3 
m- IS' 
TABLE LIX 
PLACE OF SUBJECT'S MOST RECENT NON-DRUG ARREST 
DRUG GROUP IDh -!' CONTROL GROUP NO. i! 
-
Pox-t1and 68 .54.0 Portland 6 40.0 
~1-COUDty 15 12.0 Tri-county 1 6.7 
Otber Oregon 14 lll...2 Otbel' Oregon 6 40.0 
Out of State 28 22.2 Out of a,tate 0 ' q.O 
Blanks 0' O~O Blanks 2 13.j 
IZ !.$' 
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TABLE LX 
SUBJECT'S MO~T RECENT NON-DRUG ARREST CHARGE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ! CONTROL GROUP NO. " If 
- - -
Burglary, Burglary 
Larceny, 
62 49.6 
Larceny 
4 Thet'fi. Thett. 26.7 
Runaway, Runaway. 
ClU'f'ew, Curfew., 
crru8ncy. 23 18.4 Truancy. 1 6.6 
Crimes of Crimes ot 
violence 14 .11.2' violence 0 0.0' 
Crimes 'of Crimes of 
reaklessne&Js rec,klessness 
or property 
+4 
or property 
destruction 11.2 destruction 3 20.0 \ .-
V1olatl:o,DS Violations 
ot o~d'inaDce 11 8.8 o~ ordiQance 7 46.7 
Blanks 1 0.8 Blsnks 0 0.0 
m 'I.$' 
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TABLE LXI 
S1JBJECT'S MOST RECENT NON-DRUG ARREST RESULTS 
DRUG,GROUP NO. .~ CONTROL GROUP NO •. l! 
--
~. 
-
Jail" J .V.H. 46 )6.8 Jail J.D.H. 2 13.4 
i'robat1ob, Probation" 
5 Parole 29 23.2 Parole .33.) 
Fine 7 5.6 Fine S 33 • .3 
Cbarges 
16 12.8 
Cbarges 
dropped dropped 3 20.0 
... ~ Otber 7 5.6 other a 0.0 
None yet 2. 1.5 None yet 0 0.0 
Blanks 18 14.4 :Blanks 0 0.0 m 13' 
TABLE LXII 
SUBJECT'S SECOND MOST RECENT NON-DRUG ARREST 
~ GROUP !2!. ! CONTROL GROUP lli 2f 
1967 or 1967 or 
be-tore 11 ·22.0 betore 1 33 • .3 
1968 6 12.0 1968 1 33.3 
1969 8 16.0 1969 0 0.0 
1970 9 18.0 1970 0 0.0 
1971 8 16.6 1971 1 33.3 
1972 1 2.0 1971 0 0.0 
Blanks ~ 14.0 Blamks 0 0.0 3" 
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TABLE LXIII 
PLACE OF SUBJECrT"S ~ECOND MOST RECENT NON-DRUG ARHEST 
I 
DRUG GROUP NJh. ~ CONTROL GROUP NJh. ~ 
Portland 28 56.0 Portland 2 66.7 
Tri-county 2 4.0 Tri-county 0 0.0 
Other Oregon 8 16.0 Other Oregon 1 33.3 
Out of State 12 24.0 Out ot State 0 0.0 
~ :3 
TABLE LXIV 
SUBJECT'S SECOND MOST RECENT NON-DRUG CHARGE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ! CONTROL GROUP NJh. ii 
- -
Burglary, BurglB:lf1, 
Larce,ny, 
40.0 
Larceny, 
Tbeft. 20 Tbett. 2 96.{) 
Runaway, Runaway, 
Curfew", Curfew, 
Tr,usncy. 15 30.0 'Truancy. a 0.'0 
Crimes of Crimes of 
Violence 4 8.0 Violence e 0.0 
Crimes of Crimes of 
Recklessness Recklessness 
or .property, 01' property 
destruction 6 12.0 destruction 0 .0.0 
Violations ot Violations of 
Ord'1nances 4 8.0 Or~1nances 1 33.3 
Blanks 1 2.0 Blan~s 0 0.0 3tJ J 
TABLE I.J3 
SUBJECT'S ~ECOND MOST RECENT- NON-DRUG ARREST RESULT 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL. GROUP !!2.t. ! 
- -
Ja1l,J.D.H. 25 50.0 Jail, J.D.H. 0 0.0 
Probation, Probation, 
Parole 7 14.0 Parole 1 33.3 
Fine 2 4.0 Fine 1 33·3 
Charges 
8 
Charges 
drppped 16.0 dropped 1 33·3 
other 3 6.0 Otber 0 0.0 
Nolle yet 1 2 .. 0 None yet 0 0.0 
Blanks ~ 8.0 Blanks 0 O~O J 
TABLE LXVI 
TOTAL NUMBER OF DRUG ARRESTS OF SUBJECTS 
DRUG GROUP' NO. 
- -
None 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four 
150 56.4 
74 26.9 
30 10.9 
10 3.6 
lO 3.6 
~ 
CONTROL GROUP NO. 
-
None 167 91.7 
One 12 6.6 
Two 3 1.7 
Thr~e 
~our 
-~ 
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TABLE liXVII 
SUBJEGT'S SATISFACTION WITH HIS LIVING ARRANGEMENTS 
DRUG GROUP !2.!. ,~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
-
Ve~y 
41 ~5.0 
Very 
63 35.0 satisfied satisfied 
Somewhat Somewhat 
satisfied 42 15.3 satisfied 58 32.2 
Neutral 48 17.5 Neutral 23 12.8 
Somewhat Somewhat 
d issa tis.t1.~d 84 30;7 dissatisfied 31 17.2 
VerY' Very 
d188at18f'1ed~ 21~2 dissatisfied ~ 2.8 
TABLE LXVIII 
SUBJECT'S SATISFACTION WITH SCHOOL 
!2!!.!lQ. f}R OUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP .llih ~ 
-
Very Very 
satisfied 20 7.3 ~atistied 76 42.7 
Somewhat Somewhat 
satisfied 32 11.7 satisfied 62 34.9 
Neu,tr~l 70 25.7 Neutral 19 10.7 
Somewhat Somewhat 
di.satisfied 71 26.0 dissatisfied 17, 9.6 
Very Very 
d18sat18f'1ed~ 28.9 dissatisfied ~ 2.3 
16 
TABLE LXIX. 
SUBJECT'S SATISFACTION WITH' MARRIAGE OR DATING 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL; GROUP NO. 2! 
-
.-
-
Very 
13.5 
Very 
69 39.4 satisfied 37 satisfied 
Somew.hat Somewbat 
sat1s.t'ied 39 14.2 satls.t'ied 4.5 25.7 
r' 
Neutral 73 26.6 Neut.ral 22 12.6 
" 
Somewhat Somewhat 
dissatisf1ed .57 20.9 dissatisfied 32 18~3 
Very 
24.5 
:Very 
d1ssatistled~ dissatisfied m 4.0 
; , TABLE LXX 
SUBJECT'S SATISFACTION WITH JOB 
DRUG GROUP NO. ! CONTROL GROUP !i.2.:. ~ ~
- --
_.
Very Very 
25.7 satisfied 17 6.2 satisfied 31 
Somewhat 36 13.1 Somewhat 39 32.2 
satisfied satisfied 
Neutral 69 25.2 Neutral 23 19.1 
Somewbat Somewbat 
q1ssatisfied 73 26.7 dissatisfied 13 10.7 \ . 
Very Very 
d1S~at1s.t'1ed~. 28 • .5 dissa tis,tied rlf 12.3 
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TABLE ,LXXI 
SUBJECT'S SATISFJ\CTION WITH HIS HEALTH 
, ,DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ! 
- - -
Ve1?Y Very 
satisfied 55 20.1 satisfied 97 54.5 
Somewhat Somewhat 
sa tis.t'ied ' 48 17.5 satisfied 44 24.7 
Neutral 65 23.7 Neutral 19 10.7 
Somewhat Somewhat 
dissatisfied 69 25 • .3 dissatis.t'ied 16 9.0 
. V&ry Very 
dissatis.tied~ dissatisfied 2- 1.1. 
, 7 . m 
TABLE. LXXII 
. SUBJEC'T'S SATISFACTION WITH HIS ECONOMIC STATUS 
DRUg; GROUP !2!. ~ CONTROL GROUP .lli?!. ~ 
Very Very 
satiSfied 11 4.0 satisfied 33 18.9 
Somewbat Somewhat 
satisti'ed 34 12,.4 satisfied 52 30.0 
Neutral 56 20-.4 Neutral 34 19.4 
Sorae~bat Somewbat 
dissatisfied 59 21.5 dissatisfied 33 18.9 
Very Very 
dissatili.tied~H 41.4 dissatisfied 22 12.8 
!74 
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TABLE LXXIII 
SUBJECT'S SATISFACTION WITH HIS DRUG USE I 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP !2.!. 1! 
- -
~ 
Very Very 
25 24.,5 ~ satisfied 18 6.6 satisfied 
SOll1ewhat Somewbat 
satl'sfied 33 12 •. 0 satis:tied 24 23.5 
Neutral 11. 25.9 Neutral 44 43.1 
Somewhat Somewbat 
dissatisfied' 56 20.4 dissatisfied 1 6.9 
I 
Very Very 
d1ssat1st1ed~ 34.8 dissatisfied 2. 2 .. 0 ~ 
TABLE LXXIV 
SUBJECT'S SATISFACTION. WITH HIS FRIENDS 
~ GROUP !2.!. ~ CONTROL GROUP !2:.. ~ 
Ve,ry 
45 16.5 
Very 
satisfied satisfied 105 59.0 
Somewbat Somewhat 
satisfied 44 16.~ satisfied 55 30.9 
Neutral 80 29.2 Neutral 9 5.1 
Somewbat Somewbat 
d1ssatlstl'ed 66 24.~ dissatisfied 7 .3.9 
Very Very 
. /' di8satisf1ed~ 13.9 dissatisfied 2 1.1 
- 13 178 
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TABLE LXXV 
~ '" 
SUBJECT'S SATISFACT·ION WITH HIS PARENTS 
DRUG GROUP NO. ! CONTROL GROUP ~ ! 
- -
~, Very 14.2 
Very 
.53.1 ..." satisfied 39 satisf1ed 92 
Somewhat Somewhat 
satisfiea 47 17.2 satisfied 39 22.6 
Neutral 73 26.6 Neutral 17 9.8 
~ 
Somewhat Somewbat 
dissatisfied 59', 21.5 dissatisfied 1$ 8.7 
Very Very 
5'.8 dlssatls:rled~ 20.,1 dissatisfied lO 
m 
---
TABLE LXXVI 
SUBJECT'IS SATISFACTION WITH THE LAW 
m!!!.C! GROUP !!9..!. 2f CONTROL GROUP !!9..!. if 
, 
Vel'Y 
18 
Very . 
satisfied 6.6 satisfied 93 52.8 
S'omewha.t So~ewhat 
satisfi·ed 313 l~.O satisfied 30 17.0 
NeutDsl: l07 ' 39.1 NeuDral 39 22.2 
Somewhat' Somewbat 
d iSBa t.1s.fied 57 20.9 dissatisfied 7 4·0 
Very Very 
,dl~8at1atled~ . 21.2 dissatisfied rit 4.0 
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TABLE LXXVII 
SUBJECT'S SATISFACTION WITH HIMSELF 
DRUG GROUP NO., ! CONTROL GROUP NO. t! ~
-
t 
-
Very 
,5.8 satiilJfied l6 
V~ry 
84 satisfied 47.4 
Somewhat Somewhat 
satisfied 31 ll.3 sat1sfied 52 29.4 
Neutral 70 25.6 Neutral 26 14·7 
Somewhat Somewhat 
dissatisfied 79 28.8 d1ssai;1sfled 14 7.9 
Very 
28.2 
Very 
d1ssatisf1ed~ dissatisfied 1 0.6 
~ rrr 
\ . 
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TA~LE LXXVIII 
.. 
,-
DOES SUBJECT USE ANY DRUGS 1. 
J2!!!lQ GROUP NO. ! CONTROL -GROUP NO. ! 
- -
Yes Yes 164 90.1 
~-;. 
,/' 
No No 18 9.9 
m 
TABLE LXXIX 
SUBJECT'S USE OF COFFEE 
~ GROUP !!2!. ~ CONTROL GROUP ~ ~ 
Daily 139 53.3 ~a11y 11 44.0 
Weekly 30 11.5 Weekly 22 13.1 
Montbly 7 :2.1 Monthly 9 6.0 
_ Rarely 43 16.5 Rarely 31 19.3 
Never :M 16.1 Never 28 17.0 n;r 
TABLE LXXX 
SUBJECT'S USE OF TOBACCO 
!?!!:9Q GROUP !!2!. ! CONTROL GROUP NO. li 
Daily 213 19.2 Daily 64 40.5 
"Weekly 6 2.2 . Weekly 2 1..2: 
Monthly 3 1.1 -Monthly :3 1.8 
Rar.ely 13 4.8 Rarely ,18 11.3 
Never ~ 12.6 Never ~ 44·9 
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TABLE LXXXI 
SUBJECT'S trSE OF BEER 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ ~
- -
Daily 36 13.4 Daily 9 5.6 
Weekly 82 30.6 WeEtkly 47 29.3: 
Montbly 41 15.3 Moctbly 35 21.8 
Rarely 65 ?4.3 Rarely 42 26.2: 
Never It-' 16.4 Never ~ 16.8 
TABLE LXXXII 
SUBJECT'S U&E OF WINE 
!?!!!!Q GROUP NO. 2! CONTROL GRQUP lli ! 
--
Daily 26 9.8 Daily 2 1.2 
Weekly 87 32.8 Weekly 36 22·4 
Montbly 46 1,7.4 Monthly 42 26.1-
\ 
\ 
Rarely 67 25.) Rarely 58 .36.0 
I. Never 39 14.7 Never 2.3 14.3 m m 
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TABLE LXXXIII 
SUBJECT'S USE OF LIQUOR 
~ GROUP !!2..!. ! CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
-
Daily 6 2.3 Da~ly 2 1.2 
Weekly 29 11.3 Weekly 16 10.0 
Monthly 37 1.4.5 Montbly 30 18.6 
Rarely llO 4.3.0 Rarely 76 47.2 
Never ~ 28.9 Never rH' 23.0 
TABLE LXXXIV 
SUBJECT'S USE OF MARIJUANA 
~ GROUP NO. ! CONTROL GROUP NO. ! 
- -
Daily 82 30.3 ,Daily 8 5.0 
Weekly 73 26.9 Weekly 30 18.8 
Monthly 27 10.0 Monthly 17 10.6 
Rarely 
.39 14'.4 Rarely 32 20.0 
Never ~ 18.5 Never ~ 45.6 
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TABLE LXXXV 
SUBJECT'S USE OF HAS:aISH 
DRUG GROUP ~ ~ GONTROL GROUP NO. ! 
- - -
Dai~y 37 14.1 Daily 0 0.0 
Weekly . 59 22.5 Weekly 5 3.1 
Montbly 50 .19.1 Montbly 19 l2.0 
Rarely 51 19.5 Rarely 38 23.9 
Never ~ 24.8 Never ~ 61.0 
TABLE .LXXXVI 
SUBJECT'S USE OF L.S.D. 
DRUG: GROUP NO. 2f CONTROL GROUP ~ ~ 
-
Daily 4 1.6 Daily 0 0 .. 0 
Weekly 32 ·1~ .. 9 Weekly a 0.0 
.Monthly 23 9.3 Monthly 2 l.3 
Rarely 74 29.8 Rarely l5 9,.5 
Never ~ 46.4 Never m 89.2 
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!rABLE LXXXVII 
SUBJECT'S USE OF A HALLUCINOGEN OTHER THAN L.S.D. 
DRUG GROUP NO. 
>, 2f CONTROL GROUP NO. 2! 
- - -
Dally 6 2.3 Daily 0 0.0 
Weekly 3:> i3.1 W~ekly 1 0.6 
Monthly 22 8.6 Montely 2 1.;3 
Rarely 69 21.0 Rarely 20 12.7 
Never' ~ 48.4 Never m' 8.5-4 
TA~LE LXXXVIII 
SUBJECT'S USE OF AMPHETAMINES 
DRUG GROUP ~ ! CONTROL GROUP ~ ~ 
-
Daily 29 11.0 Daily 0 0.0 
Weekly 39 14.8 Weekly 0 0.0 
Monthly 29 11.0 Montbly 3 1..9 
Rarely 51 19.4 Rarely 17 1.0.8 
Never ~ 43.7 Never H& 87.3 
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TABLE LXXXIX 
SUBJEC~tS USE OF SECONAL 
DRUG GROUP llih ' ~~ CONTROL ,GROUP NO. 1i 
- -
Da:L1r 13 5.5 Daily 0 0.0 
Weekly 18 7.6 Weekly 2 1·3 
Monthly 18 7.6 Monthly a 0.0 
Rarely 44 18.6 Rarely 2 1.J, 
Never ~ 60.0 Never ~ 91.4" 
TABLE XO 
SUBJECT'S USE OF BARBI!URA~ OTHER THAN SECONAL 
12!i'lG GR9UP!2..t. ~ 
Daily 23 8.9 
Weekly 22 8.5 
Montbly 23 8.9 
Rarely 53 20.5 
Never 
CONTROL GROUF ~ 
Daily 1 
Weekly 1 
Monthly 1 
Rarely 
N.ever 
0.6 
0.6 
0.6 
87 
'lA'BLll XC I 
SUBJECTtS USE OF HEROIN 
DBUG ~ROUP NO. ! CQNTRO,~ GROUP NO. 2i 
- -
Daii,. 8 3·3 Daily 0 0.0 
We~k11 26 10.8 Week.ly 0 0.0 
Monthly 12 5.0 Monthly 0 0.0 
Rarely 40 16.6 Rarely 1 0.6 
Never ~. 64.3 Never ~ 99.4 ;.-
TABLE XCII 
SUBJECT'S USE OF OPIATES OTHER THAN HEROIN 
DRUG GROUP ~ ! CONTROL GROUP ~ 2! 
-
Daily 10 3.8 Daily 0 0.0 
Weekly 27 10.2 Week.ly -0 0.0 
Monthly 20 7.6 Monthly 0 0.0 
Rarely 54 20.5 Rarely 2 1.3 
Never ~ 58.0 Never * 
98.7 
88 
TABLE XCIII 
SUBJECT'S USE OF INHALANTS 
~ GROUP !2.!. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
-
D~111 3 l~l ~aily 0 0.0 
Weekly f) 0.0 Weekly 0 0.0 
MODtbly 3 1.1 Montbly 0 0.0 
Rarel.Y' 31 ll.8 Rarely 1 0.6 
Never '226 85.9 Never m 99.4 m 
TABLE Xc"IV 
SUBJECT'S USE OF DRUGS OTHER THAN- THOSE MENTIONED 
Q!!!!q GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. 2f 
- -
Daily 2 0.8 Daily 0 0.0 
Weekly 1 0.4 Weekly 0 0.0 
Montbly 0 0.0 Monthly 1 0.6 
Rarely 8 3.0 Rarely 2 1...3 
Never ~ 95.8 Never ~ 98.l 
T.&BLE XCV 
FACTORS THAT LIMIT SUBJECTS USE OF COFFEE 
DRUG GROUP lli ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. L 
- -
, C >08 t and/or C'ost and/or 
avai1abi'11 ty 41 16.1 availability 9 5.9 
Fear of Fear of 
addiction- addiction-
side etfects 1'0 3.9 si~e eftects 15 9.9 
Selt-control '27 10.6 Self-control 13 8.6 
Don't lilte 29 11·4 Don't like 26 17.1 
Other 13 ·5.1 Otber 9 5.9 
Noth1~ ~ 52.8 Nothing 80 52.6 ~ 
TABLE XCVI 
FACTORS THAT LIMIT SUBJECTS USE OF TOBACCO 
~ GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ! 
--.. 
-
Cost, and/or 
55 
Cost/and/or 
availability 21.4 availability 4 2.7 
Fear of Fear of 
addiction- addiction-
sieJe etfects 19 7.4 side effects 43 29.3 
Self-control 39 15.2 , Self-control 19 12.9 
Don't like 11 4.3 Don't like 12 8.2 
Oth,er 18 7 .• 0 Other 1$ 10.2 
Nothing ~ 44.8 Nothing ~ 36.7 
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TABLE XCV!I 
FACTORS'THAT LIMIT SUBJECTS USE OF BEER 
DRUG GR.QUP NO. ~ .CONTROL GROUP NO. 
--- - -
cost, and/or Cost and/or 
35 availability 71 30.0 availabili.ty 23.6 
Fear ot Fear 01' 
add1ct:Lol'l- addiction-
side effeots 1.3 5.1 side etfects 18 l2.2 
Selt-a'ontrol 56 21.8 Self-control .30 ' 20 .• 3 
Don't like 14 5.5 Don't like 10 6.8 
Other 29 11.3 Otber 11 7·4 
NQthing 68 26.5 Notbing ~ 29.7 m 
TABLE XCVIII 
FACTORS THAT LIMIT SUBJECTS USE OF WINE 
Pl!Y.Q:. GROUP NO. ' ~ . CONTROL GROUP !2.!. 
-
Cost and/or Cost and/or 
s.vailavility 78 30.2 availability 31 21.1 
Fear of Fear 01' 
. add 1c t'loD-' addiotion-: 
side effects 14 5.S side eftects 20, 1.3.6 
Selt-control ~O 2.3.3 S.elf-control 32 21.8 
Donlt .like l2 4.7 Don't like 5 3~4 
Other 29 11.2 Other 14 9.5 
NothIng '~ 25.2 Nothing .~ .30.6 
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TABLE XCIX 
FACTORS THAT LIMIT SUBJECTS USE OF LIQUOR 
miYQ: GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL. GROUP NO. ~ 
- -
Cost anQ/or Cost and/or 
~vailability 73 28.9 availability 41 28.1 
Fear ot ~ar of 
addiction- addict1oD-
side effects 18 7.1 s1de effects 18 12.3 
Self-control 48 19.0 Self-control 28 19.2 
Donlt like 18 1.1 Donlt like 8 5.5 
Other 33 13.0 Otber 17 11.6 
Noth1ng ~ 24.9 Nothing tlt 23.3 
TABLE '0 
FAbTOR;l THAT LIMIT SUBJECTS USE OF MARIJUANA 
~ GROUP !2.!. ~ C,ONTROL GROUP !2.!. ~ 
Cost and/or 
118 
Cost aQd/or 
availability 4.5.4 availability 32 23.7 
Fear of Fear ot 
addiction- addiction-
side effects 14 .5.4 side effects 2.5 18.5 
Self·-contro1 39. l5.0 S'elt-control 26 19.3 
ponlt 11ke l 6 2.3 Donlt like 0 0.0 
\ 
Other 30 11.5 . Otber 27 20.0 
Noth1,ng ~ 20.4 ' Nothing ~ 18.5 
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TABLE CI 
FACTORS THAT LIMIT SUBJECTS USE OF HASHISH 
~ GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP lli ~ 
-
.. 
COQt and/or Cost and/or 
availability 122 48.0 availability .34 2.$.2 
Fear ot Fear of 
addict1on- ad,dic~1on-
side .'trects 16 7.1 sid" etfects 29 21.5 
Selt-control 39 15.4 Selt-control 19 14.0 
Don't like 6 2.4 Donl.t like 2 1 • .5 
Otber 26 lO.2 Otb,er 31. 23.0 
Nothing .~ 16.9 Nothing 20 14.8 m 
TABLE CII 
FACTORS THAT LIMIT SUBJECTS USE OF HALLUCINQGENS 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP !ill.!. l! 
-' -
CQ~t and/or 
availability .$1 20.,6 
Cost and/or 
availaoility 4 3.1 
Fear ot Fear ot 
addiction- addiction-
side et.tects 65 2.$.7 . side et·tects .59 45.4 
Self-control 47 18.6 . Self-control. 17 13.1 
Don't like 11 4.4 Don't like 2 1.5 
Otber 42 16.1 other 34 26.2 
Nothing ~. 14.6 Notbing rl% 10.8 
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TABLE eIII 
FACTORS ·THAT LIMIT SUBJECTS USE OF AMPHETAMINES 
DRUG. GROUP NO. 2f CONTROL GROUP HO. 2f 
......- 't· 
- -
Cost and/or Cost and/or 
5 availabi,li ty 53 20.6 availability 3.8 
Fear o't y Fear, ot 
addiction-. ad.diction-
side,etfects 62 24.1 side effects 60 46.2 
a,elf-control 45 17 .. 5 Selt-control l6 12.3 
Don't 11ke 7 2.7 Don't like " 2.3 
Otber 53 20.6 other 33 25.4 
Not bing .~ 14.4 l\l'otbing ~ 10.0 
TABr.E eIV 
FAc'TORS THAT LIMIT SUBJiCTS USE OF BARBITURATES 
r DRUG GROUP ~ ! CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ .--. 
Cos.t and/or 
56 22.8 
Cost and/or 
-.vailabl11ty availability 4 3.l 
Fear ot Fear ot 
~ddictioJl- 'addiction-
side ettects 56 22.8 8i13e eftects 57 44.2 
Selt-control 4J.t. 17.9 Self-control 17 13.2 
Don't like 9 3.7 Don't like 2 1.5 
Other 42 17.1 Other 35 27.1 
Not bing ~ 15.9 Nothing ~ 10.9 
TABLE CV 
. FACTORS THAT LIMIT SUBJECTS USE OF OPIATES 
DRUG GROUP !!Q.:. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. 1i 
- -
Cost and/or 
availability 53 21.5 
Cost and/or 
availavility 5 5.3 
Fear 01' Fear of. 
addietion- addiction-
side effeets 60 24.4 side etreets 25 26.3 
Selt-control 35 14.2 Self-control 14 14·7 
Don't like 4 1.6 Don't like 1 1.l 
Other 60 24.4 other 38 40.0 
Nothing ~ 13.8 Nothing 12 12.6 ~ 
TABLE CVI 
FACTORS THAT LIMIT SUBJECTS USE OF INHALANTS 
DRUG GROUP NO. 
-1 CONTROL GROUP NO. % --.. 
- -
Coat and/or 
6.3 
Cost and/or 
availability 13 ava11abi~1ty 1 0.8 
Rear ot Pe~ ot 
addiction- add1ct1oll-
81d. .:tteats 56 27.1 side effects 46 39.3 
Self-control 34 16.4 Selt-control. 15 12.3 
Don't like 14 6.8 Don't like 0 0.0 
Otber 37 17.9 Other 41 33.6 
Notbing ri; 2$.6 . Noth1ng Ii 14.0 
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'I'ABLE CVI I 
HOW SUBJECT IS USING HIS CURRENT DRUGS 
nRUG GROUP ·NO. ! CONTROL Gltoup NO. ~ 
- - -
Smoke 17l 85.5 Smoke 107 68.2 
Drop 127 6).5 Drop l5l 96.2. 
Inject 68 34.0 Inject 2 1.3 
s'nort (N=~) 17.0 Snort (N=~) 2.5 
, . 
TABLE CVIIl 
IF AVAILABILI'n AND COST WERE NO PROBLEM 
WHICH DRUG WOULD BE YOUR FIRST CHOlGE 2 
DRUG·GROUP NO. If CeNTROL GROUP RO. ! 
- - -
Marijuana 73 29.1 Marijuana 53 40.5 
Hashish 13 5.2 Hasbish 3 2.3 
L..a .• D. 14 5.6 L.S.D. 0 Q .• Q 
Other Otber 
halluCinogen 10 4.0 balluoinogen 0 0.0 
Amphetamine 38 15.2 Ampbetamine 3 2 • .3 
Barb1 turete, :LO 4.0 Barb1turate 2 l.5 
Heroin 35 13.9 Heroin 0 0.0 
Cocaine 10 4.0: . Cocaine 0 0.0 
Otber Other 
Opiates 13 5.2 Opiates 0 0.0 
Otber Gl'ggs' 1.3 . 5.2 Otber drugs 44 33.6 
None 22 8.2 NODe 26 19.8 m m 
TABLE.CIX 
, IF AVAILABILITY AND COST WERE NO PROBLEM 
'* WHICH THREE DRUGS WOULD YOU CHOSE ! 
~ qROUP NO. 2f CONTRO:4 aRpu;p NO. 
- -
Mar1juana 143 19-4 Marijullina 79 
Hashish 93 12.6 Hastlish 35 
L.S.D. 39 5.3 L.S.D. 3' 
On bel' .. Otber 
Hallucinogen 48 6 • .5 Hallucinogen 3 
Ampbetamines 83 11.2 Ampbetamines 7 
Barbiturates 39 5.3 Barbiturates 3 
Heroin $4 7.) Herion 0 
Cocaine 37 5.0 Cocaine 3 
other Q·tber 
Opiates 51 6.9 Opiates 2 
Otber druga .57 7.7 otber drugs 124 
None ~ 12.7 None ~ 
* This table shows all three drugs cbosen by tbe 
subjeot in bis tbree cbb1ces. 
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~ 
21 • .5 
9.5 
0.8 
0.8 
.1.9 
0.8 
0.0 
0.8 
0 • .5 
33.7 
29.1 
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TABLE ex 
4GE WHEN SUBJECT BEGAN REGULAR MARIJUA~A OR HASHISH USE 
DRUG GROUP NO. t! CONTROL GROUP NO. t! 
- -
13 or 13 or 
under 33 14.3 under 1 1.4 
14 32 ' 13-9 14 2 .2.8 
1$ 35 15.2 15 5 1.0 
16 39 11.0 16 14 19.7 
17 27 11.1 11 is 21.1 
18 21 9.1 18 15 21.1 
1.9 ]..$ 6.~ :L9 6 8.5 
1 
20 1 ).0 20 4 $.6 
21 9 3.9 21 1 1.4 
22 or 22 or 
over 12 5.2 over 8 11.3 ~ 7!' 
'I 
1 
j 
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TABLE CX! 
NUMBER OP MONTHS SUBJECT HAS NOT USED MARIJUANA 
OR HASHISH SINCE FIRST,BEGAN REGULAR, USE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- - -
None 110 46.4 NODe 28 37.3 
One 27 11.4 One 3 ~4 0 , .
Two 11 4.6 Two 3 4.0 
Tbree 12 .$.1. Three 4, 5.3 
Four-six 32 13.5 Four-six 13 17 • .3-
Seven- Sev&n-
tw.eJJ..ve 26 11.0 twelve 14 l.B.7 
More than More tban 
tw.elve ~ 8.0 twelve loo 13.0 ~ 
TABLE CXII I 
AGE AT WHICH SUBJECT QUIT USING MARIJUANA 
OR HASHISH AFTER REGULAR USE 
DRUG GROUP !!2..!. 2f CONTROL GROUP !!2..!. ~ 
-
15 - l6 14 17.9 15 - 16 1 4.8 
,17 - ~8 18 23.l 17 - 18 6 28.5 
19 ... 20 19 24.4 19 - 20 6 28.5 
21 - 22 1.5 19.2 2l - 22 4 19.1 
23 or ~3 or 
over 12 15.4 over if 19 .. 1 '7f1 
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'l'ABLE, C XIV 
SUBJECT'S FREQriBNCY OF USE OF MARIJUANA OR HASHISH 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ ceNTRaL GROUP NO. ~ 
-
~
-
Daily 149 58.2 Daily 16 19.0 
Weekly 75 29.3 Weekly .34 40.5 
Montbly 15 5.9 Monthly 17 20.2 
Rarely ~ 6.6 Rarely M 20.2 
TABLE exv 
ESTIMATE OF NUMBER OF DAYS SUBJECT HAS USED 
MARIJ1JANA, .OR HASHISH IN LIFE 
DRUG GROUP !9.!. ! CONTROL GRQUP NO. 2!' 
-
* 24- 10.4 * 30.6 0-3 o ~ 3 22 
4 - .11 27 11.7 4 - 11 19 26.4 
-
12 - 21 29 12.6 12 - 21 13 18.1 
22' - .36 18 7.8 22 - 36 4· 5.6 
37 - 72 Ip 7.0 37 - 72: 5 '6.9 
73 - 98 28 l2.2 73 - 98 4 5.6 
99 or .over 88 38.3 99 or over ~ 6.9 ~ 
* Days times 10 = actual days ot drug use. 
.. ' 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
TABLE CXVI 
HALLUCINOGENS USED REGULARLY BY SUBJECT: 
, , 
UP To THREE FOR EACH SUBJECT 
mIQ!! GROUP !2.:. ~ CQNTROL GROUP !2.:. 
L.S.D. 216 76.1 L.S.D .. 28 
Mescaline 172 6Q.6 Mescaline 30 
Psilocybin 57 20.1 PSilocybin 1 
M.D.A. 16 5.6 M.D' • .Ai.. 3 
Peyote 13 4.6 Peyote 4 
T.H.C. 9 ~.2 T.H.C. 0 
S .• T.P. 6 2·.~ S.T.P. 1 
D.M.T. 2: 0.7 D.M.T. 0 
Hallucinogen 11 3-9 Hallucinogen 2 
None ...2.Q 17.6 None ~ 
(N=264) (N=182) 
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! 
1.5J+ 
16.5 
0.5 
1.6 
2.2 
0.0 
0.5 
0.0 
1.1 
78.0 
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TABLE CXVll 
AGE SUBJECT BEGAN REGULAR USE OF HALLUCINOGENS 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ C.ON'rROL GROUP NO. ! 
- - -
13 or under 18 8.8 13 or under 0 0.0 
14 23 11.2 14 1 3·4 
15 28 13.7 15 0 0.0 
: ' 16 33 I 16.l. 16 6 20.-7 
17 ~2 10.7 17 6 20.7 
18· .24 11.7 18 3 10.3 
19' 2? 10.7 19 8 27.6 
20 12 5.9 ao 1 3·4 
.21. 12. 5.9 21 0 0.0 
22 or over 11 '5~4 22 or over 1 3·4 ~ ~ 
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TABLE CXVIII 
NUMBER OF MONTHS SUBJECT HAS NOT USED 
HALLUCINOGENS SINCE BEGIlmING REGULAR"'US'E 
DRUG GROUP NO. ! COHTROL GROUP ! N~ ~ 
- - -
None 44 22.7 None 6 18.8 
Olle 20 lO.,3 One 
.3 9.4 
Two 15 7.7 Two 2: 6,.3' 
Three 11 5.7 Three 1 .3.1 
Four-six 
.34 l7.5 Four~s1x l. 3.1 
Seven- Seven-
twelve 40 20.6 twelve 4 12.5 
More than More than 
twelve Ii 15.5 twelve ~ 46.9 
TABLE anx , 
AGE AT WH~CH.SUBJECT QUIT USING HALLUCINOGENS 
AFTER REGULAR USE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~, .CONTROL GROUP lli ! 
- -
15 - 16 .28 20.7 1.5 - 16 1 5.6 
17 - 18 26 19.3 17 - 18 1 38.9 
19 - 20 39 28.9 19·- 20 6 33.3 
21 
- 22 23 17.0 21 - 22 3 16.7 
23 or over 
-& 14.1. . 23 or over 1 5.6 !B 
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TABl'.aE exx 
FREQ.~Ney, 'OF SUB,JECT8. ,USB 'OF HALLUCINOGENS 
. ' 
" 
WHEN USED ijB}UI.ARLl 
DRUG GROYl ~,O. ! CONTROL GROUP N<l. ~ 
-D.111 31 14.4 D.~11 0 0.0 
Week:1l 101 47.0 Weekll 9 22.0 
MOlltbl1 43 '20.0 Montbly 1.$ -,36.5 
\ 
Rarely '~ 18.6 B8.l1e11 
* 
41.5 
TABtE OXXI 
ESTIMATE OF 'NtlMBER' OF DAYS SUBJEOT HAS USED 
" 
.HALLUCINOGENS 'IN LIFE 
DltUG ";GROUP 
,,-
! C·ONTR-OI. iJROUP :HO.: NO. ,-
-
0* 43 18.1 rf 
'\, 
1 39 16 .. 5 1 10 33 .. ) 
a,t' , :L$ ,6.3' 2 > 7 ~3.3 
3 .. 4 20- 8.4 3 - 4 j 10.0 
S - 9 ( 25 ' '10.5 S - 9 '6 :20.0 
10 -~ll 28 .ii.a 10 
-
11 1 3 • .3 
12 "!'" 2{) , ~1 8.9 12 .. go 1 3.3 
21 
-
69 25 10.5 21 
-
69 1 2 6.6 
7J}'.Ql' ,o.v~~ .':21 8 •. 9 70 ~r over,. ,t~ 0.0 1,m , . 
... ,\ tl'tites "'l()=; a~t,u~l ·days the drug 1)&1· 01 use. 
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TABLE eXXII 
AMPHETAMINE USED REGULARLY BY SUBJECT: 
UP TO THREE FOR EACH SUBJECT 
DRUG GROUP NO. ! CONTROL GROUP !2.!. ! 
- -
Speed 176 . 62.0 Speed 16 8.8 
I>exearlne 86 3Q.3 Dexedrine 12 6.6 
Benzedrine 56 19.7 Benzedrine 6 3.3 
Ampbetam1ne ,51 18.0 Ampbetamine 1 a.,S 
Metbedrine l4 4.9 Metbedrine 2 1.1 
Criss-Cross 11 3.9 CriS8-Cross 1 0.,5 
DesoxYD 8 2.8 Deaoxyn 0 0.0 
Ri·ta1in. 
4 
Ritalin, 
Prolizin 1.4 Pro11zin 1 0.5 
None 60 21.1 
-
None ~ 81.3 
(N= 284) (IQ 182) 
; I 
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TABLE OXXIII 
AGE SUBJECT BEGAN REGULAR USE OF AMPHETAMINES 
nRUG GROUP NO. ~ CON1'ROL GROUP NO. If 
- - -' 
13 01' ' 13 or 
under 14- _ 7.1 under 1 5.0 
14 14 7.1 14 0 0.0 
1.5 34 17.3 15 2- 10.0 
16 20 10.3 16 3 14.0 
17 29 14·7 17 3 14.0 
18 24 12.2 18 4 19.0 
19 20 10.) 19 6 28.0 
20 15 7.6 20 1 . 5.0 
21 ,11 5.6 21 0 0.0 
22 or 22 or 
over 16 8.1 over 1 5.0 
1q7 'ff 
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TABLE CXXIV 
NUMBER OF MONTHS SUBJECT HAS NOT USED 
AMPHETAMINES SINCE BEGINtiING"REGULA)R- USE 
DRUG GROUP ~ ~ CONTROL GROUP ~ ~ 
-
~C)ne 56 31.1 None 7 3l~O 
One 21 11.7 One 3 l3.0 
" Two 16 8.9 TWo 0 0.0 
Tbree 12 6.7 Three 1 4.0 
Four-six 26 14.4 Pour-six 1 4.0 
S.even- Seven-
tw,eJL.ve 24 l3'.9 twelve 3- l3.0 
More tban More'tha.n 
twelve ~ l3.9 twelve 8 35.0 2)' 
TABLE cXXV 
AGE AT WHICH SUBJECT QUIT USING AMPHETAMINES 
AFTER REGULAR USE 
PRUG GROUP ~ ! CONTROL GROUP ~ 1! 
-
15 - 16 24 20.0 15 - l6 2 18.1 
17 - 18 23 19.2 11 .. 18 3 21.3 
19 - 20 33 27.5 19 .. 20 3 27.3 
21 - 22 21 17.5 21 .. 22 3 27.3 
23 or over ~ 1,5.8 23 or over 0 0.0 IT' 
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TABLE OXXVI 
FREQUENOY OF SUBJECT'S USE OF AMPHETAMINES 
WHEN USED REGULARLY 
DRUG GROUP 
-
~ ~. OONTROL GROUP lli ~ 
Daily 102 50.7 Dally 8 26.7 
Weekly 58 28.9 Weekly 4 13.3 
Montbly 20 10.0 
I 
MQntbly 5 16.7 
Rarely ~ 1,0.4 Rarely ~ 43.3 
TABLE OXXVII 
WAS SUBJECT EVER ADDICTED TO AMPHETAMINES 'l 
~/GROUP ~ ! CONTROL GROUP l!Q.:. ~ 
Yea 72 37.9 Yes 3 10.0 
No t~g 62.1 No 27 'jlJ 90.0 
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TABLE CXXVI~I 
ESTIMATE OF' NUMBER OF DAYS SUBJECT HAS USED 
.lHPHETAMlNE.S IN LIFE 
DaUG GROUP 
- ; 
NO. ~ CONTRqL GROUP ~ 
cf $9 24~2 fP 
1 22 9.0 1 8 35.8 
2-4 14 5.7 2-4 3 13.0 
5 - 9 18 1.4 .5 - 9 0 0.0 
10 - 18 30 12.3 10 - 18 4 17·4 
19 - 36 14 5.7 1·9 - 36 5 21.7 
37 - 69 27 11.1 37 - 69 1 4.3 
70 - 98 27 11.1 70 - 98 1 4.3 
99 or over ~ 13.5 99 or over 1 4.3 ~ 
'* Days times 10- actual cays of tbe drug use. 
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TABLE CXXIX 
BARBlTURAT~ USED REGULARLY BY SUBJECT: 
UP TO THREE CHOSEN BY EACH SUBJECT 
DRUG GROUP NO. ! CONTROL GROUP NO • 2f 
-
.....r.-. . 
-
seconai 83 29.2 S~cona1 7 3.8 
Tranquil- Tranquil-
izers 62 21.8 izera 1 0 • .5 
Barbiturates 46 16.2 Barbiturates 4 2.1 
Nembutal 24- 8.5 Nembutal 0 0.0 
Tuinal 9 8.5 Tuinal 0 0.0 
Phenobar- Phenobar-
bital 8 2.8 b1,tal 1 0.5 
otb.ers 3 1.1 Other 4 2.1 
None 1:J2. 4~.9 NODe 166 91.0 
-
(N=284) (N=182) 
110 
TABLE CXXX 
AGE SUBJECT ,BEGAN REGULAR USE OF BARBITURATES 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- - -
l3 or 13 or 
under $ 4.2 under 1 11.1 
14 9 7.5 14 0 0.0 
1$ 14 11,7 15 0 0.0 
16 25 20.8 16 1 11.1 
17 17 14.2 17 1 11.1 
18 20 16.7 18 1 11.1 
19 6 5.0 19 2 22.2 
20 7 5.8 20 1 11.1 
21 7 5.8 21 1 11.1 
22 or 22 or 
over 10 8.3 I over 1 11.1 
m ~ 
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TABLE CXXXI 
NUMBER OF :t-iONTHS SUB'J~CT HAS NOT USED 
BARBITURATES SINCE BEGINING REGULAR USE 
mlQ!! GaOU~ !Q.:. ! CONt'ROL GROUP !Q.:. ! 
Noae 41 37.6 None 1 10.0 
One 1$ 1).8 One\ 1 10.0 
Two 9 8.3 Two 1 10.0 
Three 4 3.'7 Tbree 0 0.0 
Four-six l2 11.0 Four-six 1 10.0 
Seven- Seven-
twelve 13 11.9 twelve 2 20.<;> 
More toan More tban 
twelve ~ 13.8 twelve ~ 40.0 
TABLE CXXXIr 
AGE SUBJECT ~UIT USING BARBITURATES 
AFTER REGULAR USE 
12[!!Q: GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP !Q.:. ~ 
-
15 - 16 17, 26.2 15 16 1 20.0' 
l~ - 18 16 24.6 17 
- 18 1 20.0 
19 - 20 13 2.0.0 19 - 20 l 20.0 
21 - 22 9 13.8 21 - 22 1 20.0 
23 or over 10 15.4 
-r;; 23 or over 1 20.0 ; 
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TABLE OxxxrII 
FREQUENCY OF SUBJECT'S.USE OF BARBI~URATES 
WHEN USED REG ULARLY 
~ GROUP lli a CONTROL GROUP NO. % 
-
Daily Daily 4 23.5 
Weekly Weekly 2 11.8 
Monthly Monthly 4 23.5 
Rarely Rarely n 41..2 
TABLE CXXXIV 
WAS SUBJECT EVER ADDICTED TO BARBITURATES ? 
B!tYQ GROUP ~ ~ CONTROL GROUP ~ ! 
Yes 23 20.5 Yes 2 12.5 
No ~ 79.5 No ~ 87.5 
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TABLE OXXXV 
ESTIMATE OF NUMBER OF DA!!S SUBJECT HAS USED 
B.ARBlTURATES IN LIFE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. 1i 
- - -
0* 136 54.2 o· 
ll. 29 11.6 l' 3 25.0 
2 - 4 11 4.4 2 - 4 3 25.0 
5 - 10 '23 9.2 5 - 10 2 16.7 
11 -- 31 30 12.0 11 - 31 2' 16.1 
38 - 99 38 - 99 
or over 22 8.8 or over 2 16.7 
"& n-
* Days times 10=' actual days ot tbe drug use. 
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. TABLE CXXXVI 
OPIATES USED REGULARLY BY SUBJECT: 
UP TO THREE CHOSEN BY EACH SUBJECT 
DRUG GROU~ NO. ' ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. t! 
- - -
Heroin 100 35.2 Heroin 1 0.6 
Morphine 68 ' 23.9 Morphine 1 0.6 
Oooaine 35 12.3 Cocaine 1 0.6 
Opium 32 11.3 Opium 1 0.6 
"Opiate" 19 6.7 "Opiate" 0 0.0 
I Codeine 9 3.2 Codeine 3 1.6 I ' 
Panapam 4' 1.4 ' Panapam 0 0.0 
Dl1aud1d 4 1·4 Dl1audid 0 0.0 
Numorpban 3 1.1 Numorpban 0 0.0 
Demerol 3 l.l Demerol .0 0.0 
Others' 2 0.7 Others 0 0.0 
None !tlQ 49.3 None m 95.6 
(N = 284) (N = 182) 
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TABLE CXXXV'II 
AGE SUBJECT BEGAN REGULAR USE OF OPIATES 
,DRUG GROUP NO. ti OONTROL GROUP NO. ! 
'- - -
13 o~ 13· or 
undeJ:-
.3 2·.7 under 0 0.0 
14 3 2.7 14 0 0.0 
15 14 l2.6 l.5 0 0.0 
16 II 9.9 l6 1 2.5.0 
17 l8 16.2 l7 0 0.0 
l8 19 l7.l 18 0 0.0 
19 14 l2.6 19 1 25.0 
20 lO 9 •. 0 20 1 25.0 
21 
.5 4 • .5 21 1 25.0 
22 or 22 or 
over ~ 1,3.5 over 0 0.0 4" 
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TABLE o XXXVI II ' 
NUMBER ,OF MONTHS SUBJECT HAS NOT USED 
OPIATES SINCE BEGINING REGULAR USE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP ~ ! 
- -
None 42 38.2 None 1 33.3 
One 11 10.0 One 0 0.0 
Two 8 7.3 Two 0 0.0 
Three 9 8.2 Tbree 0 0.0 
Four-six 11 15.5 Four-six 0 0.0 
Seven- Seven-
twelve 14 14.7 twelve 0 0.0 
Thirteen Tbirteen 
and over tt6 8.2 and over 2 66.6 :3 
TABLl!: CXXXIX 
AGE SUBJECT QUIT USING OPIATES 
AFTER REGULAR USE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ! 
- -
. 
-
15 - 16 10 13.5 15 - ~6 0 0.0 
17 - 18 16 21.6 11 
- 18 1 50.0 
19 
- 20' 23 31.1 19 
- 20 0 0.0 
21 - 22 10 13.5 21 - 22 1 50.0 
23 or over l 20.3 23 or over 0 0.0 ~ 
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TABLE OXL 
FREQUENCY O~ SUBJECT'S USE OF OPIATES 
I 
WHEN USED REGULARLY 
.!2.I1.lli! GROUP !2.:.. ~ CONTROL GROUP !2.:.. ! 
Daily 50 42.L,. Daily 1 1.4.3 
Weekly 33 28.0 Weekly 2: 28.6 
Monthly 17 ,1.4.4 Mootb1y 0 0.0 
Rarely 18 15.3 Rarely ~ 51.1 m 
!t 
TABLE CXLI 
WAS SUBJECT EVEH ADDICTED TO O.PlATES ? 
DRUG 'GROUP NO. 2i CONTROL GROUP IDh ~ 
- -
Yes 46 38.7 Yes 2 28.5 
No ~ 61 .• 7 No ~ 71.5 
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'FA·BLE CALlI 
ESTIMATE OF NUMBER OF DAYS SUBJECT HAS USED 
OPIATES IN LIFE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP !'ill..!. 
- -
0* 
/ 
14l .56.6 (f 
1 ... 4 33 13.2 1 - 4 3 .50.0 
.5 - 2l 26 10.4 5 - 2l 3 50.0 
22 - 5l 25 lO.O 22 - .$1 0, 0.0 
52 - 99 52 - 99 
or over ~ 10.0 or over 0 0.0 
* 
C; 
Days times 10 = actual d8:ys of the drug use 
TABLE CXLIII 
INHALANT USED REGULARLY BY SUBJECT, 
UP TO TWO CHOSEN BY EACH SUBJECT 
J2!!!2,GROUP !'ill..!. ~ CONTROL GROUP !'ill..!. '~ 
Glue 45 15.9 Glue 1 9.6 
Paint 10 3.5 Paic't 0 0.0 
Others 5 1.8 Otbers 2 1.1 
None 22J 78.8 NODe m 98.3 
(N = 284) (N = 182) 
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TABLE CXLIV 
AGE SUBJECT BEGAN REGULAR USE OF INHALANT 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
---,-
- -
13 or 13 or 
under 1.5 33.3 under a 0.0 
14 4 8.9 14 0 0.0 
1.5 7 15.6 15 a 0.0 
16 7 15.6 l6 1 33.3 
17 2 4.4 17 1 33.3 
18 .5 11.1 18 0 0.0 
19 3 6.7 19 1 33.3 
20 1 2.2 20 a 0.0 
21 1 2.2 21 a 0.0 q:; J 
TABLE CXLV 
NUMBER OF MON'THS SUBJECT HAS NOT USED 
INHALANTS SINCE BEGINNING REGUL.A:a USE, 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP !!2!. ~ 
- -
NODe 4 11.4 None 0 0.0 
One-tbre8 2 5.7 One-three 0 0.0 
FOUl'-si.x 3 8.6 Four-six 0, , 0.0 
Seveo- Seven-
twelve 6 17.1 twelve a 0.0 
. Tbirteen- Thirteen-
and over 20 .$7.1 and over i 100.0 ~ 
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TABLE CXLVI 
AGE SUBJECT QUIT USING INHALANTS 
DRUG GROUP !2!. ~ CONTROL GROUP !2!. ~ 
-
14 or under 11 25.0 14 or under 0 0.0 
15 
- 16 10 22 • .7 15 - 16 1 33.3 
17 
- 18 12 27.3 '17 - 18 1 33.3 
19 - 20 8 l8.2 19 - 20 1 33.3 
21 or over ~ 6.8 2l or ov&r 0 0.0 '3 
TABLE CXLII 
FREQUENCY OF SUBJECT'S USE OF INHALANTS 
WHEN USED REGULARLY 
~ GROUP NO. ' ! CONTROL GROUP ~ 1! '--.,.. 
Daily 20 42.6 Daily 0 0.0 
W~.k:ly lO 21.3 Weekly 3 100.0 
Monthly 4 8.5 ' Montbly 0 0.0 
Rarely N 27.7 Rarely 0 0.0 J 
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TABLE CXLIII 
WAS SUBJECT EVER ADDICIDED TO INHALANTS 1: 
DRUG GROUP ~ ~ CONTROr.. ,GROUP NO. ! 
- -
Yes 13 28_9 Yea 0 0.0 
No 32 7l.1 No 3 l(!)O.O 
~ J 
TABLE CXLIX 
ESTIMATE OF NUMBER', OF DAYS SUBJECT HAS USED 
INHAJ:.ANT IN LIFE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CON,TROL GROUP ~ 
- -
* 224 83.9 * 0 0 
1 - 5 2l 7.9 1 - 5 a 100.0 
6 - 99 6 - 99 
or over 22 ,8.2- or over 0 0.0 
-m ~ 
* Days times 10 = actual days of the drug use .. 
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TABLE CL" 
-~oao~ BEVERAGES USED BY SUBJECT 
DRUG GROUP !roe ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. 
- - -
Beer and/or 
22.2 
Beer and/or 
wine only 63 wine only 30 16.5 
All 162 S7.0 All. 114 62.6 
None 49 11.3 Noge 0 0.0 
Blanks 10 3.5 Blanks ~ 20.9 m; 
TABLE eLI 
AGE SUBJECT BEGAN REGULAR USE OF ALCOHOL 
DRUG GROUP 
, ~ CONTROL GROUP ~ NO. NO. 
- - -
13 or under 35 19.6 13 or under 5 4.4 
14 30 16.6 14 12 10.6 
15 35 19.6 15 20 17.7 
16 32 17.9 16 29 25.1 
17 12 6.7 17 16 14.1 
18 l8 10.1 ;J.8 14 12.4 
19 6 3.4 19 1 6.2 
20 4 2.2, 20 5 4.4 
21 2 1..1 21 1 1.0 
22 or over ~ 2.8 22 or over It! 3.5 
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TABLE eLII 
NUMBER OF MONTHS SUBJECT HAS NOT 'USED 
ALCOHOL SINCE BEGINIIW~.REGtJLIR; lISE 
DRUG GROUP !2.:.. 2! CONTROL GROUP !2.:.. ~ 
-
0 139 72.4 0 8,5 65.3 
1 9. 4 .• 7 1- 4 3.1 
2 5 2.6 2 8 6.2 
3 - 6 15 7.3 3 - 6 ~3 10.0 
7 - l2 10 5.2 7 - 12 lO 7.7 
1.3 or over ~ 7.3 13 or over 10 7.7 I"j11 
TABLE eLIII 
~E SUBJECT, QUIT 'USING ALCOHOL 
Dam GROUP !2.:.. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- -
15 - 16 10 28.6 15 - l6 2 15.4 
17 - 1,8 8 22.9 17 - 18 2 15.4 
19 - 20 8 22.9 19 - 20 5 38.5 
21 - 22 4 11.4 21 - 22 a 0.0 
23 or over ~ 14.3 23 or over i! 30.7 
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TABLE CLlV 
FREQUENCI OF SUBJECT'S USE OF ALCOHOL 
WHEN USED REGULARLY 
DRUG GROOP !i2.!. ! CONTROL GROUP NO. ! 
'- -
Daily 52 24.,3 Daily 19 13.4 
Weekly 94 43.9 Weekly 56 39·4 
Montbly 44 20.6 Monthly 38 26.8 
Rarely ~ 11.2. Rarely ~ 20·4 
TABLE CLV 
WAS SUBJECT EVER ADDICTED TO ALCOHOL ~ 
DRUG GROUP N~. 1! CONTROL GROUP !i2.!. ~ 
-
Yes 17 8.9 . Yes 1 0.7 
No ~ 91.l No ~ 99 • .3 
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T&BLi CLVI 
ESTIMATE OF NUMBER OF DAYS SUBJECT HAS USED 
ALCOHOL IN· LIFE 
DRUG GROUP NO .• ~ CONTROL GROUP ~ ! ---. 
ct. S2 22.6 rF 
1. .. 2 < 20 8.7 1 - 2 9 8.7 
3 - 5 23 10.0 3 - 5 15 14.6 
6 - 10 22 9.5 6 - 10 16 15.5 
11 - 20 17 7.4 < l), - 20 2l 20·4 
21 - 29, 27 1J .. 1 21 - 29 7 6.8 
30 - 52 22 9.5 30 - 52 13 12.6 
53 - 98 12 5.2 53 - 98 1 1.0 
99 or over ~ 15.6 99 or over 2l 20.4 m 
* Days t1m,es ~O = actual days 0'£ tbe drug use. 
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TAIBLE CLVII 
FROM WHOM DOES SUBJECT BUY DRUGSt 
~ GROUP ~ ~ CONTROL GROUP 10. ! 
-
Friends 212 81.7 Friends 87 
Local or Local or 
scbool school 
dea18~8 85 32.8 dealers 8 
City 01' City or 
statewide statewide 
dealers 86. 33.2 dealers 4 
store, 
pharmacy 4 1.5 
store, 
pbarmacy 14 
Don't buy 
..L 2.7 Don't buy ---l 
( N = 259) ( N = ) 
NOT.E: categories are not mutually exclusive. 
TABLE CLVIII 
PERSON WHO FIRST INTRODUCED SUBJECT TO DRUGS 
~ GROUP NO. 2f CONTROL GROUP ~ ! . .......,.... 
Peer 148 57.1 Peer 85 83.3 
Borther or Brother or 
siater 20 7.7 sister 6 5.9 
Parent or Parent or 
relative II 4.3 relative 4 4.0 
Adult tl'iend 44 17.0 Adult fl'iend 6 5.9 
Dealer 2 1.0 Dealer 0 0.0 
Selt 9 4.3 Sel1' 1 0.9 
Others 1 0.5 Others 0 0.0 
m l1j2' 
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T.lBLE eLI. 
PERSON WHO FI,RST INTRODUCED SUBJECT TO ALe,OHOL 
DRUG GRQUP NO. 1 CONTROL GROUP 'NO. ;! 
-
, 
-
Peer 102 48.6 Peer 89 61·4 
Broth.er or Brother or 
sister 14' 6~7 sist~r 8 5.5 
Adult triend 19 9.1 Adult friend 5 3.4 
Parent or Pa~ent or 
relativ'e 63 30.0 relative 39 26.9 
Dealer 2 1.0 Dealer 1 0.7 
Selt 9 4.3 Selt 3 2.1 
Others 1 0.5 Others 0 0.0 
20! m 
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. TABLE CLXI 
L4,ST DRUG USED BY SUBJECT 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- - -
Marijuana 81 29.8 Mar1juana 65 . 41.4 
Hs'shish 10 3.7 Hashish 5 3.1 
L.S.D. 30 11.0 L.S.D. 3 2.2 
Other Other 
lIallucinogeD 1$ 5.5 Hallucinogel1 ~ 0.7 
Amphe.tamine 63 23.2 Amphetamine 4 3.0 
Barbiturate 23 8.5 Barbiturate 5 3.6 
,Heroin 21 9.9 Heroin 0 0.0 
Other Opiate 12 4·4 Other Opiate 0 0.0 
Inhalant 3 1.1 Inbalant 1 0.7 
Alcohol 6 2.2 Alcohol 31 22.6 
Otber 2 0.7 Otber 22 16.1 m m 
TABLE CLXII 
PERSON SUBJECT WAS WITH WHEN LAST USED DRUGS 
DRUG GROUP llih ! CONRTOL GROUP llih ~ 
-
r 
Friends 157 58.8 .F'J:-iends 102 79.0 
One friend 27 ·10.1 One friend 0 0.0 
SpoQse or Spouse or 
boy/girl 
6 
boy/girl 
friend 2.2 friend 7 5.4 
Alone 74 27.7 Alone 15 11.7 
Family ~ 1.1 Family ~ .3.9 
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T.A\BLE CLXI II 
HOW LONG AGO DID SUBJECT USE HIS LAST DRUG· 1 
1JitJ& GROUP NO. 1 CONTROL GROUP NO. ! 
-- - -
1 day or .... 
28.4 
1 day or 
44 'less 71 less 32·4 
2 days 21 8.4 2 days 11 8.0 
~3 days 23 9.2 ' l days 6 4.4 
4-5 days 11. 4.4 4-5 days 9 6.6 
6-7 daya 28 11.2 6-1 days 0 0.0 
8 days -. 
1.6 
8 days -
2 weeks 19 2 weeks 24 ·11.1 
3 weeks 11 4.4 l weeks 3 2.2 
4 weeks 2Q 8.0 4 weeks 11. 8.0 
5-8 v.eaks 14 5.6 5-8 w.eeks 6 4.4 
9-;1.2 .... eeks 12 4.8 9-12 weeks 6 4.4 
13-26 weeks 9 3.6 13-26 weeks 3 2.2 
over 6, over 6 
months 11 4.4 montha tit 9.6 ~ 
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TA'BLE OI.XIV 
WAS SUJ3JECT:'·S LAST DRUG TAKEN WITH ALCOHOL 'Z' 
DRDG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- -
, 
-
Yes 93 33.7 Yes 55 41.0 
No ~ 66.3 No .. Ii .59.0 
TABLE C'IiIY 
WAS SUBJEOT'S LAST DRUG TAKEN AT HOME 'l 
naUG GROUP NO. ~ OONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- -
Yes llO 40.3 Yes 49 36.3 
No .. '~ 5'.7 No 86 63.7 13> 
TABLE CLXVI 
WAS SUBJECT'S LAST DRUG TAKEN AT A FRIEND'S HOME ? 
DRUG GROUP !Sk ~ CONTROL GROUP lli ! 
-
Yes 105 39.5 Yes 50 37.0 
No 161 60.5 No ~ 6).0 <om 
TABLE CLXVlI 
WAS SUBJECT'S LAST DRUG TAKEN IN A CAR ? 
DRUG GROUP lli ~' CONTROL GROUP NO. t! 
-
• 
-
'I •• 40 15.6 Yes 11 8.1 
:WO 216 ' 84.4 No ~ 91'.9' m 
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TABLE CLXVIII 
WAS SUBJECT'S LAST DRUG TAKEN EL8mWBERE? 
THAN PLACES MENTIONED IN TABLES ~ 
m1!If! GROUP !i2.!. ~ CONTROL. GROUP !i2.!. ~ 
Yes 45 71.4 Yes 37 27.4 
No. 18 28.6 No ~ 72.6 ~ 
TABLEC~XIX 
HOW SUBJECT WAS FEELING THE LAST TIME HE USED A DRUG 
nRUG GROUP llih ~ CONTROL GROUP ~ ! 
- -
Positive Positive 
feelings 136 50.9 f'eel4.ngs 89 66·4 
Negative 
36.0 
Negative 
15 feelings 96 feelings 11.2 
Neutral 22 8.2 Neutral 18 13.4 
Sleepy, 
8 
Sle'epi, 
8.2 tired 3.0 tired 11 
Other ~ 1.9, otber 1 0.8 ~ 
TABLE CLXX 
DID'~·SlJBJECT::HlVX.~£··\P&ill'ICULAR REASON FOR USINQ-r LAST DRUG'l 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- -
Yes 163 60.2 Yes 57 42.5 
110 108 
m 39.9 
No til 57.5 
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TA,BLE CLXXI 
SUBJECT'S REASON FOR VSING LAST DRUG 
nRyG GROUP NQ. ~ CONTROL GROUP ~ ! 
-
To escape To escape 
nervousness, ~ nervousne,as, ' ll.8 depression, 4.$ 26.9 depression 8 
Pleasure; 
25.7 
Pl'easure; 
40 $8.8 experiential 43' experiential 
Habit, Habit, 
13.2 s~c1~1 32 19.2 soc1al 9 
Relieve Relieve 
pain, s1ck- pain, sick-
ness, wi,tb-
drawal 25 15.0 
ness, witb-
drawal 2 ,3.0 
" 
Function Fu~ction 
better 18 10.8 better 9 l3.2 
Otber ~ 2.4 other ri 0.0 
TABLE CLXXII 
AMOUNT BUBJEC,T DRANK APTER STARTING DRUG USE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- - -
More alcohol 56 20.3 More alcohol l 6.3 
S''''me amount 60 21.7 Same amount 62 S5.3 
Less alcohol 94 .34.1 Less alcOhol 
.34 30.3 
Stopped Stopped 
dr1nking 
.34 ,12.3 drinking 2 1.8 
Nevol' drank ~ 11.6 Never drank ni 6.3 27 
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TABLE CLXXIII 
STATE OF SUBJECT'S HEALTH 
DRUG GROUP NO. 21 CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- - -
Excellent 30 11.0 Excellent 72 45·.9 
Good 113 41.4 Good 64 40.8 
Fa.ir 91 35.5 Fair 20 l2.7 
Poor ~ 12.1 Poor :l 0.6 -m 
TABLE CLXXIV 
DOES SUBJECT E/lT 'REGULARLY t, 
!lliJlQ GROUP NO. i CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- -
Yes 149 55.0 Yes 133 84.2 
No l22 45.0 No .. ~ 15.8 m 
TABLE CLXXV 
DOES SUBJECT SLEEP REGULARLY '/ 
DRUG GROUP !2.!. ! CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- -
Yes 147 55.5 Yes ~37 87.3 
No 118 44.5 No 2Q 12.7 ~ 1";1 
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TABLE OLXXVI 
HAS SUBJECT CONTEMPLATED SUICIDE 1 
PID!Q. GROUP NO. ti CONTROL GROUP lli2.:.. ~ 
-
No, never 108 39.9 No, 1 :1:1"81' 111 70.7 
Yes, not 
reoently 120 44.3 
Yes, not 
recently 42 26.8 
Yes, 1"e-
~ 
Yea, re-
cently 15 .. 5 cently ~ 2.5 
TJtBLE CLXXVII 
HAS SUBJECT ATTEMPTED SUICIDE 'l 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ COllImOL, GROUP NO. & 
- -
~
No, never 103 58.9 No, ne17er 142 94.0 
Yes, not Yes, bot 
recently 58- '33.1 recently 9 6.0 
Yes, 1"8-
~ 
Yes, re-
cently 8.0 oently 0 0.0 
IS! 
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TABLE CLXXVIII 
SU~JECTIS. REASON FOR CONTEMPLATING 
, OR ATTEMPTING Sm:C:LlDE ? 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ! 
- - -
Depression $2 31.4 Depression 23 50.0 
Loss of Loss of 
love or love or 
affection 29 20.9 atf$ctioD 11 24.0 
Mental 1n- Mental in-
stability, stability, 
se1.f' dis- selt dis-
approval 18 12.9 approval O· 0.0 
Bxternal External 
presSure, 
11.5 
pr,S8ur8, 
problems 16 problems 8 17.4 
Drug Drug 
problems 10 1.2 proo1ems 1 2.1 
None, or None, or 
uncertain tiI§. 10.1 uncertain rrt 6.5 
TABLE CLXXIX 
HAS SUBJECT HAP SERIOUS PROBLEM WITH DRUG USE ? 
mll!Q:. GROUP '~ ~ CONTROL GROUP N'O. ~ 
-
Yes, now Yes ,now 
having having 
problems 132, ,50.2 problems 0.7 
Yes, had Yes., had 
problem but problem but 
overcame 86 32.1 overclme 15 10.1 
No, u~e but No, use but 
no problem 44 16.7 no pr~blem 87 58.8 
No, never No, never 
use 1 . 0.4 use ~ 30.4 '2bj 
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TAtBLE CLXXX 
HAS SUBJECT HAD SERIOUS PROBLEM WITH ALCOHOL USE ? 
DRUG GROUP NO. ! CONTROL GROUF NO. t! 
- - -
Yes, now Yes, DOW 
having having 
0 problems 12 4.7 problems 0.0 
Yes, bad Yes, ,bad 
problem but pro.blem but 
overoame 36 14.2 overcame 7 4.5 
No, use but No .. use but 
no probl~m 119 70.8 no problem 13l. 84.5 
No, never NC!, bever 
use 26 10.3 use 
'rH 11.0 m 
TABLE CLXXXI 
HAS SUBJECTS DRUG USE CAUSED ABSENCES AT WORK OR SCHOOL! 
DRUG GROUP NO. ! CONTROL GROUP !ill!. ~ 
-' -
Yes 178 67.4 Yes 22 13·9 
No 86 32.6 No ~ 86.1 ~ 
TABLE CLXXXII 
HAS SUBJECTS DRUG USE CAUSED PERSONAL. PROBLEMS ? 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- - -
Yes 202 76.5 Yes l6 10.2 
No· 62 2) • .5 No 
* 
89.8 
,~ 
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TABLE OLXXXIII 
HAS SUBJECT'S DRUG USE CAUSED SOCIAL PROBLEMS ! 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ OONTROL GROUP NO .. ~ 
- - -
Yes 145 .,4.9 Yes 13 8.3 
No 
** 
45.1 No ~ 91.7 
TABLE CLXXXIV 
HAS SUBJECT'S DRUG USE CAUSED CHAB&$S IN 
SEL~PEROEPTION , 
Q!llJQ GROUP NO. ! CONTROL. GROUP !Q.:. 2! 
-
:fea 181 68.3 Yes 3.3 21.0 
lib ~ 31.7 No ~ 79.0 
TABLE CLXXXV 
HAS SUBJECT'S DRUG USE CAUSED HALWCINATIONS t 
~ GROUP !Q.:. 2! CONTROL GROUP !2.!. ti 
Yes 154 58.1- Yes 2.3 14.6 
No 111 41.9 No ~ 85'.4 m 
TABLE CLXXXVI 
HAS SUBJEC.T·1 S DRUG USE CAUSED BLACKOUTS- 'I 
~ GROUP 
Yes 
No 
NO. 
-
8,5 32.4 
m 67.6 
CONTROL GROUP NO. 
-
Yes 
No 
TABLE CLXXXVII 
HAS SUBJECT'S DRUG USE CAUSED PARANOID FEELINGS 'l 
DRUG GROUP lli ~ CONTROL GROUP NO'. ~ 
- -
Yes 192 72.,5 Yes 31 19.1 
No .~ 27.6 No 126 80.3 m 
TABLE CLXXXVIII 
HAS SUBJECT'S DRUG USE CAUSED DEPRESSIONS ? 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CON,TROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- - -
Yes 198 14.7 Yes 26 16.6 
No ~ 25.3 No *' 
83.4 
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TABLE CLXXXIX 
HAS ,SUBJECT'S DRUG USE OAUSED REGRET 
FOR STARTING DRUGS 7 
m!.!!Q. GROUP lli ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ! 
Yes 130 49.6 Yes 19 l2.1 
No ~ $0.4 No ~ 87.9 
TABLE axc 
HAs SUBJECT'S DRUG USE CAUSED NAUSEA 7' 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. e! ,.-
- -
Yes ~4 36.2 Yes 28 17.9 
No 166 63.9 No 126 82.l 
m ~ 
TABLE CXCl 
DOES SUBJECT THINK HE HAS A PROBLEM 
CONCERNING DRUGS !' 
DRUG GROUP .NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- - -
Yes 197 76.1 Yes 9 6.0 
No 62 .23.9 No ~ 94.0 ~ 
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TABLE aXCII 
IF SUBJECT ·HAS DRUG PROBLEM, WHAT'IS THE PROBLEM ? 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- -
. 
-... 
lsycbolog1 .. PS1chologi-
cal depend-
81 44.8 cal depend-enoe ence l- 8.3 
III effects III eftecta 
ot "drug Oil 
63 34.8 
ot drug OD 
S mind or mood mind or mood 41.1 
Overuse 01' OVeruse or 
Abu.. harm- Abuse barm-
ing relation ipg relation 
to world 31 11.1 to world 3 2$.0 
Other 6 "3·3 Other '~ 2$.0 M 
TABLE aXeIII 
WHAT DOES SUBJECT THINK HIS CHANCES ARE OF 
OVERCOMING PROBLEM !" 
DRUG GROUP NO. ! OONIl'IOL, GROUP !2.!. ~ 
- -
Very good $6 23.7 Very good 4 30.8 
Good 84 3.5.$ Good 4 30.8 
Pair 78 33.0 Fair 2 1.5·4 
Poor 11 4.6 Poor 
.3 23.0 
Very poor ~ 3.0 Very poor rl 0.0 
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TABLE CXCIV 
WHAT DOES SVBJECT ~HINK HE HAS TO DO TO 
OVERGOME DRUG PROBLEMS I' 
Pl!!!C! GROUP !i2..!. ti CONTROL GROUP NO. I! 
-
Learning 
61 
Learning 
1.5.3 about Self 28.6' about self 2 
Developing Developing 
otbel' goals, other goals, 
mod~fyl·ng 
51 
modifying 
7.1 bebavior 23.9 behavior 1 
Exerting Exerting 
will to 1".8- will to re-
sist drugs 45 21.1 s1st drugs S 38.5 
Seek belp Seek bela 
from outs1de from,outs1de 
ot selt 22 10.3 of self' 0 0.0 ,.. 
DOD" t know 26 12.2 Don't know; 0 0.0 
OtbeJ;- 8 3.8 Other Ii 38.,5 m 
MMPI 
RAW MEAN SCORES* 
DRUq TRAINING AND TREATMENT PROJECT. 
PORTLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE GROUP 
~~ 
K oor~ect1on .bas been added. 
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TAU3LE CXCV 
MMPI, RAW SCORES, LIE SCALE 
DRUG GROUP NO. 1! CONTROL GROUF NO. li 
- - -
0 7 2.9 0 l8 9.9 
1 20 8.3 1 22 12.1 
2 57 23.7 2 33 l8.l 
3 57 23.7 3 29 l5.9 
4 38 l5.8 4 27 14.8 
5 28 ll.6 5 28 15.4 
6 16 6.6 6 14 7.7 
7 l3 5.4 7 9 5.0 
8 1 0.4 8 0 0.0 
9 3 1.2 9 1 0.5 
10 0 0.0 10 1 0.5 
11 0 0.0 11 0 0.0 
12 1 0.4 ~ 
l2 0 
m 
0.0 
Mean score ::; 3.4 Mean score ::; 3.2 
S.D. =1..9 S.D. ::; 1.8 
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TABLi ·CXCVI 
MMPI. RAW SCORES, VALIDITY (F) SCALE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ! CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- - -
0-.3 9 3.7 0-3 66 3.6.3 
4 .. 7 33 13.7 4 - 7 11 39.0 
8 - 11 58 24·1 8 - II 33 l8.1 
12 - 15 46 19.1 l2 - l5 10 5.1 
l6 - 19 25 10.4 16 .. 19 1.. 0.5 
20 - 23 26 10.8 20 - 23 0 0.0 
24 - 27 22 9.1 24 - 27 1 0.5 
28 - 31 12 5.0 28 - 31 0 0.0 
32 - 35 6 2.5 32 - 3.5 0 0.0 
36 - 39 .3 1.2 36 - 39 0 0.0 
40 - 43 ~ 0.4 40 - 43 0 m 0.0 
Mean score = 15.l Mean score :. 5.4 
S.D. = 8.4 S.D. == 3.5 
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TABLE CXCVII 
MMPI, RAW SCORES, K SCALE 
DRUG,GROUP !2.:. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ ~ . 
-
2 - 3 2 0.8 2 .. .3 l- 0 • .5 
4 - .5 1.5 6·4 4 - .5 15 8.,3 
6 - 7 38 1.5.8 6 - 7 29 16,1 
8 - 9 44 18.,3 8 - 9 30 16.7 
10 - 11 47 19 • .5 10 - 11 32 17.8 
12 - 13 .32 lj • .3 12 - 1,3 .3.5 19.4 
14 - 1.5 2.5 10.4 14 - 15 20 11.1 
16 - 17 11 4·6 16 - 17 12 6.7 
18 - 19 16 7 • .5 18 - 19 4 2.2 
20· - 21 4 1.6 20 - 21 2 1.l 
22 - 23 2 0.8 22 - 2,3 0 0.0 
24. - 2.5 ~ 1.2 24 - 2.5 0 0.0 !8lJ 
Mean se-ore = 11.0 Mean score = 10.5 
S.D = 4.4 S.D .. = 3.7 
, 
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TABLE CXCVIII 
MMPI, RAW SCORES, HYPOCHONDRIASIS SCALE 
DRUG GROUP NO. 1i CONTROL. GROUP NO. ~ 
- -
, 
-
5 - 6 0 0.0 S - 6 14 7.7 
7 .. 8 8 3.4 7 - 8 29 16.0 
9 - 10 26 lO.9 9 .. 10 51 28.0 
11 - 12 20 8.4 11 - 12 38 20.0 
13 - 14 22 9.2 13 - 14 19 lO.4 
15 - 16 26 10.9 15 - 16 10 5.6 
17 .. 18 28 11.8 1,7 - 18 11 6.0 
19 .. 20 "16 6.7 19 .. 20 3 1.6 
21 9 3.8 21 1 0.5 
22 .. 23 22 9.2 22 .. 23 4 2.2 
24 .. 25 .~ 5.9 24 - 25 0 0.0 
26 - 27 22 9.2 26 ... 27 2" 1.1 
28 - 29 11 4.6 28 - 29 0 0.0 
30 - 31 6 2.5 30 - 31 0 0.0 
3~ - 33 8 3.4 32 - 33 0 0.0 ~ 1'8"2" 
Mean score = 18.5 Mean score = 11.2 
S.D. = 6.7 S.D. = 4.0 
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TABLE OXCIX 
MMPI, RAW SCORES, DEPRESSION SCALE 
DRUG GROUP NO • li OONTROL GROUP !2.!. ~ --,...-
. -
S 0 0.0 8 1 0.5 
9 - lO 0 0.0 9 - lO 1 0.,5 
11 - la 4 l.7 11 - l3 7 3.9 
14 .. 16 11 4.6 14 - l6 28 15.4 
17 - 19 2l 6.7 l7 - 19 49 27.0 
20· - 22 22 9.1 20 - 22 42 23.1 
23 - 25 ·25 1~.4 23 - 25 26 14.3 
26 - 28 4l 17.0 26 - 28 l.$ 8.2 
29 - )0 17 7.l 29 - 30 6 3.3 
., 
31 - 33 . 3l l2.9 31 - 33 6 3.3 
34 - 36 37 l5.4 34 - 36 1 0.5 
40 - 42 7 2.9 40 .. 42 0 0.0 
43 - 45 ~ 2.l 43 - 45 0 0.0 m 
M~aQ score = 28.3 Mean soore = 20.5 
S.D. = 7.5 S.D. = 4.9 
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TA'iBLE CO : 
MMPI, RAW SCORES., HYSTERIA SCALE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~. CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- -
. 
-
11 0 0.0 11 1 0.5 
12 - 1.4 S 2.1 12 - J..4 14 1.7 
15 - 11 12 S.O lS - 11 2.[1 l5.0 
18 - 20 31 12.9 18 - 2:0 35 19.2 
21 .. 23 3S 14.S 21 .. 23 Sl 28.0 
24 - 26 35 14 • .5 24 - 26 3.3 l8.l 
27 - 29 27 11.2 27 - 29 .14 7.7 
.30 - 32 44 18.3 .30 - .32 4 2.2 
3.3 - 35 20 8 • .3 33 - 35 0 0.0 
.36 - 38 24- lO.O 36 .. ,38 1 0.5 
.39 - 41 6 2.5 .39 - 41 2 l.l 
42 - 49 2 0.9 ~ 42 - 49 
0 
m 
0.0 
Mean soor~ = 27.1 
B .• D. = 6.8 
Mean soore = 21 • .3 
S.D. == 4.6 
148 
TABLE CCI 
MMPI, RAW SCORES, PSYCHOPATHIC DEVIATE SCALE 
PRUG GROUp NO. ~ CONTROL. GROUP NO. ~ 
- - -
11 - 12 0 0.0 II - 12 3 1.7 
13 - 14 0 0.0 13 - 14 6 3.3 
15 - l7 1 0.4 15 - 17 26 14.4 
18 - 20 4 1.7 18 - 20 37 20.4 
21 - 23 12 5.0 21 - 23 41 22.6 
24 - 26 23 9.5 24 - 26 43 23.7 
27 - 29 41 17.0 27 - 29 15 8.3 
30 - 31 43 11.8 30 - 31 7 3.9 
32 - 34 46 19.1 32 - 34 3 1.7 
35 - 37 36 14·9 35 - 37 0 0.0 
38 ~ 40 2~ 10.4 38 - 40 0 0.0 
41 - 43 10 4.1 41 - 43 0 0.0 
-
!B! 
Mean score = 31.5 Mean score .= 21.8 
S.D. ;: .5.2 a,.D. = 4.5 
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TABLE COII 
MMPI, RAW SCORES 6 MASCULINITY/FEMINIMITY SCALE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ' ! 
---- -
---.. 
t3 0 0.0 8 1 0.5 
17 - 18 0 0.0 l7 ... 18 3 1.6 
~9 ... 2l 8 3.3 19 - 21 7 3.9 
22 - 24 II 4.6 22 - 24 16 8.8 
25 - 27 26 10.8 '25 - 27 22 12.2 
28 - 30 39 16.2 28 - )0 15 8.3 
31 - 33 33 13.7 31 ... 33 25 13.8 
34 - 35 41 17.0 .34 - 3.5 19 lO.5 
36 - 38 34 14.1 36 - 38 25 13.8 
39 - 4l 33 13.7 39 ... 4l 23 l2.7 
42' - 44 lO 4.1 42 - 44 18 10.0-
45 - 57 ~ 2 • .5 45 - 57 m 3.9 
Mean score = 33.1 Me~n score = 33.0 
S.D. ::: 6.0 S.P. = 7.$ 
I 
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TABLE cellI 
MMPI, RAW SCORE, PAR~OIA SCALE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- - -
2 - 4 3 1.2 2 - 4 6 .3.4 
.5 - 7 9 3.7 5 - 7 26 14 • .5 
8 - 10 2$ 10.4 8 - 10 67 .37.4 
11 - 1.3 58 24.1' 11 - 13 63 .3.5.2 
14 ~ 16 61 25 • .3 14 - l6 II 6.2 
l1 - 18 31 12.9 17 - 18 4 2.2 
19 - 2l 26 lO.8 19 .. 21 2 1.l 
22 - 24 l8 7.5 22 - 24 0 0.0 
25 - 27 8 .3.3 25 .. 27 0 0.0 
28 - .30 2 0.8 28 - .30 0 0.0 ~ I19' 
I Mean 'score = 15.1 Mean score = 10.0 
S.D. = 5~O S.D. = .3.0 
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TABLE CCIV 
MMPI, ijAW SCORES, PSYCHASTHENIA SCALE 
DRUG GROUP NO. /! CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- - -
13 ... l5 a 0.0 13 - 15 10 5.5 
16 - 18 2 0.9 16 - 18 26 14.3 
19 - 21 5 2.2 19 - 21 45 24.7 
22 - 24 9 4.0 22, .. • 24 33 18.1 
2.5 .- 27 10 4 • .$ 25 - 27 32 17 .• 6 
28 - )0 20 9~0 28 - 30 l2 6.6 
31 - 33 27 12.1 31 - 33 9 .5.0 
.34 - .36 27 l2.1 .34 - 36 10 .5.5 
37 - 39 40 17.9 37 - 39 2 1.1 
40 - 42 28 12.6 40 • 42 2: 1.l 
43 - 45 35 15.7 43 - 45 1 0.5 
46 - 48 20 9.0 46 - 48 o· 0.0 ~ m 
Mean score = 36.5 Mean soore :: 23.5 S.D. = 7.2 S .. D. :: 5.9 
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TABLE-CCV 
MMPl, RAW SCORES, SCH~ZO~HRENIA SCAL& 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CONTROL GROUP NO. ~ 
- - -
11 - 13 0 0.0 11 - 1.3 2. 1.1 
14 - 18 .3 1.2 1.4 - 18 32 17.6 
19 - 23 9 3.7 19 ';',,23 62 .34.2 
24 - 28 16 6.6 24 - 28 44 24.3 
29 - 33 29 12.0 29 - 33 2.3 13.0 
.34 - 38. 32 1.1.3 .34 - 38 9 .5.0 
39· - 43 40 16.6 39 - 43 7 .3.6 
44 - 45 11 4.6 44 - 45 0 0.0 
46 ~ 50 .31 1.5.4 46 - So 1 0 • .5 
51 - 55 26 10.8 51 - 55 1 0 • .5 
56 - 60 14 5.8 S6 - 60 0 0.0 
61 - 6.5 1.5 6.2 61 - 65 0 0.0 
66 - 70 ~ 3.7 66 - 70 0 0.0 !Sr 
l1eab seor,s = 42.9 Mea.n sco~e :::; 24.2: 
S.D. = 12.1 S.D. = 6.9 
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TABLE CCVI 
MM'PI, RAW ECORES, HYPOMANIA SCALE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ~ CON,TROL GROUP NO. ! ~
- -
8 - 11 a 0.0 8 - 11 3 1.1 
12 - 13 2 0.8 12 - 13 :LO 5.6 
14 - 15 3 1.2 14 - 1.5 14 1.8 
16 - 17 5 2.1 16 - 17 22 12.2 
laB - J.9 9 3.7 18 - 19 30 16.7' 
20 - 21 24 10.0 20 - ~ 38 21.1 
22 .. 23 33 13.7 22, - 23 32 11.8 
24 - 25 41 17.0 24 .. 25 9 5.0 
26 16, 6.6 26 9 5.0 
27 - 28 36 14.9 27 - 28 6 3.3 
29 - 30 32 13.3 29 - 30 .5 2.8 , , 
31 - 32 16 6.6 31 - .32 1 0.,5 
33 - 34 12 5.0 33 - .34- 0 0.0 
3,5 - 36 9 3.1 35 - 36 1 0.5 
37 - 38 ~ 1.2 37 - 38 0 0.0 nrn 
Mean score = 25.9 Mean score :: 20.0 
S.D. = 4.9 S.D. :: 4.4 
TABLE CCVII 
MMPI, RAW SCORES, SOCIAL I. E. SCALE 
DRUG GROUP NO. ! . coNTROL GROllP NO. ~ 
- - -
4 - 6 0 0.0 4 - 6 .2 1.1 
7 ... 8 0 0.0 7 - 8 14 7.7 
9 - 12 6 2., 9 - l2 24 13.2 
13 .. 16 4 1.7 l3 - 16 39 21 • .5 
17 .. 20 5 2.1 17 ... 20 36 19.9 
21 ... 24 28 11.7 2l - 24 38 21.0 
25 - 28 17 7.1 25 - 28 18 10.0 
29·- 32 30 12.6 29 - 32 1 3.9 
33 - .34 20 8.4 33 - 34- 3 1.7 
35 .... 38 33 13.8 35 - 38 0 0.0 
39 - 42 28 11.7 39 - 42 0 O~O 
43 - 46 24 10.0 43 - 46 0 0.0 
·4 .. 1 ... 50 25 10.5 47 - 50 0 0.0 
51 - .54 12 .5.0 51 .. 54 0 0.0 
55 .. 58 d 2.9 55 - 58 0 m 0.0 
Mean sC.ore = 35.7 Mean score = 17.9 
S.D. :;: 10.7 S.D. = 6.3 
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